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Senator MurrAay, of Montana, for a recent
service he rendered the professions of medi-
cine and of journallsm.

The editorial reads as follows:

[From the Washington Post of May 7, 1948]
“PRESS ERIBERY

“Senator JaMES E. MUrrAY rendered a serv-
ice to two professions—medicine and jour-
nalism—in exposing last week the sordid
propaganda tactics of the National Physi-
cians’ Committee, an undercover instrument
of the American Medical Association. The
committee sponsored a cartoon contest, of-
fering eight prizes totaling $3,000 for the
best cartoons attacking the ldea of a national
health insurance program. As Editor and
FPublisher, journallstic trade paper, put it in
commenting on the contest when it was first
announced, “The ‘contest’” rules leave no
doubt that this is a subtle bribe to car-
toonists to support or oppose certain po-
ltical beliefs (according to how you look at
it) and to obtain general circulation for
those beliefs in newspapers and magazines.”
The catch in the contest is the requirement
that the cartoon must first have been pub-
lished to receive consideration for an award.

“It is improbable that any reputable car-
toonist or newspaper will fall for this egre=-
glous insult to journalistic integrity. Its
evil effects will be felt more by medicine than
by the press. For the members of the AMA,
an overwhelming majority of whom we are
sure would take no conscious part in this
attempt at corruption, are subject to its
shame. Here if a form of malpractice which
the doctors can best cure by excising its
source. Their ideas and interests need bet-
ter—and more honest—representation than
they have received from the National Physi-
cians’ Committee.

“You and I, who long known of Senstor

" Murray’s sincere interest in finding a solu-
tion to the problem of paying for medical
care, know that he believes it can be done
in a way as satisfactory to the doctors as to
the people. We know that Senator MURRAY
has proved that in the various bills in which
he is a cosponsor—his cancer bill, his men-
tal hygiene bill, his work on the hospital con-
struction bill and on the heart bill, We
know he is thoroughly opposed to the so-
cialization or regimentation of the mediecal
profession, We know that he, together with
five of our other colleagues, is sponsoring a
national health insurance bill because his
long experience in this field and his knowl-
edge of how strong is the pressure of the
pecple In demanding a betiter way of pay-
ing for medical care, have convinced him that
national health insurance will both meet that
demand and save our doctors from the so-
cialization of medicine. You and I know
that Senator Murray is for health insur-
ance because he is opposed to state medicine,

“We here in the Senate know it. But I am
afraid that the doctors of America, flooded
with propaganda from self-seeking exploiters
of both the doctors and the public, do not.
Therefore, in view of last week’'s occurrences,
I want to take this opportunity to urge our
doctors to have their representatives aid,
instead of oppose, Senator MURRAY'S at-
tempts to draft a bill which will meet both
the needs of our people and the perfectly
justified demands of the doctors that their
prestige, their civil and professional free-
dom, and their economic status be fully
protected.

“I know Senator MurraY has requested and
still seeks that cooperation. If it is forthe
coming, I know the result will be completely
acceptable to the doctors, the Congress, and
to the people. I know that even without
the doctors’ cooperation, Senator MURrRAY
has written into his health-insurance bill
specific provisions for local control, not Fed-
eral control, and for specific guaranties to
protect both the patlent’s {freedom of choice

and the doctor’s full professional and eco=
nomic freedom. Those provisions may al-
ready be sufficiently specific. I do not know.
But I do know that if the doctors of America
will cooperate with Senator MurraY, those
guaranties will be ironclad.

“I myself have not studied the pros and
cons of national health insurance. The
bill has not been reported from committee.
I do not pretend to know the answers. But
I do know that Senator MurrAY has worked
wit: the people and the dentists on his
dental-research bill, and the results are
gratifying to all; he has worked with the
cancer speclalists and the heart specialists,
and the results have been most satisfactory
to all. Bo, if on the broader question of
assuring medical care to all, he can have
the sincere cooperation of the doctors, then
that problem, too, can be solved to the
satisfaction and profit of the people and of
their doctors. ;

“If that cooperation is forthcoming, -then
we in the Congress and our friends the
doctors can, together with the American
people, forever forget the threat of state
medicine, for of one thing we can be sure:
In this Congress there is no more sincere
and effective proponent of the American
way of doing things than Senator MURRAY.
He fights regimentation with deeds, rather
than with words. The time for our doctors
to aid him in that fight is now, for it is
later than they think. Good times do not
last forever. Given the slightest sign of de-
pression, demagogic demands for state medi-
cine might prove overwhelming. Senator
Murray believes that prepaid medical care
is the only defense against the socialization
of medicine. I urge our doctors to help him
develop a mutually satisfactory defense. I
am sure it can be done.”

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—RECESS

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
pending question, as I should like to have
the REcorp show, if the present occupant
of the Chair agrees with me, is the mo-
tion of the junior Senator from Oregon
to refer House Joint Resolution 334.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question before the Senate is
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Oregon [Mr, Morsel to refer
House Joint Resolution 334 to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. WHERRY. The conference re-
port which has been under discussion re-
cently this afternoon has this afternoon
been disposed of, I believe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., Yes; all those matters have been
disposed of and approved.

Mr. WHERRY. Inasmuch as the mo-
tion to refer House Joint Resolution
334 has been made, and is the pending
question, I should like to call the atten-
tion of the Members of the Senate, for
the RECORD, to the fact that we are about
to take a recess. I hope it will be possi-
ble tomorrow to conclude the speeches
on this motion, at least. I understand
there will be four or five speeches on the
motion. It seems to me that if we can
possibly reach a vote on the motion by
tomorrow night, that will be most ad-
vantageous.

If the motion prevails, of course that
will end the debate on the joint resolu-
tion, and some new matters will then
come before the Senate.

If the motion to refer prevails, it
is my hope to have the civil functions ap=
propriations bill made the unfinished
business, and then to have the Senate
take g recess until Thursday, so that that
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matter can be presented on Thursday of
this week.

If the motion to refer does not pre-
vail—and if I am not correct I hope
the present occupant of the Chair will
correct me—then the Senate will return
to the consideration of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLeY1l, which is a substitute for
the Ives amendment. "Is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The Chair is of the opinion that
the Senator from Nebraska has correctly
stated the situation: namely, that first
the motion made by the Senator from
Oregon must be disposed of; and if the
vote on it is negative, the Senate will re-
turn to the consideration of the amend-
ment previously offered by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. Of course, if
that occurs, I think there will be no
chance for the Senate to take up the
civil functions appropriation bill on
Thursday, and I doubt that it will be
possible to take it up on Friday.

I think the statements which have just
been made give the Senate a fair idea
of the program for the near future.

At this time I should like to have the
Senate take a recess.in view of the fact
that 2 weeks ago it was agreed that the
clerks of the Senate would meet this
afternoon in the caucus room in the Sen-
ate Office Building with the administra-
tive assistants and office staffs of Sen=
ators and Senate commitiee staffs to
study the process incident to the intro-
duction and passage of bills and other
legislative procedures, and to do some
laborator: work in that connection.

So, Mr. President, if there is no further
business to come before the Senate today,
I now move that the Senate take a recess
until tomorrow, Wednesday, at noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, May 12, 1948, at 12 o’clock noon.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate May 11 (legislative day of May
10), 1948:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

George P. Shaw, of California, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Nicaragua,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuespay, May 11, 1948

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, be-
fore whom we bow in humblest rever-
ence. We praise Thee and trust Thee
as our loving Heavenly Father. Thou
art the saving power hanging over all
the things of time. The smallest spar-
row that flutters and falls is cared for
by the sublime tenderness of Thy love,

Mercifully regard those who prosper
and are happy; lead them {o understand
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that every man’s surplus is another’s
need; may their overflow of comfort and
contentment give blessings of cheer and
hope. Regard in great favor those who
have been assigned to the great tasks of
public duty and obligation. Give them
strength and vision to do Thy will. In
our Redeemel’s name we pray. Amen.,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.107. An act for the acquisition and
maintenance of wildlife management and
control areas in the State of California, and
for other purposes;

H. R.338. An act for the relief of Amin Bin
Rejab;

H.R.345. An act for the rellef of Ollie
McNeill and Ester B, McNelll;

H.R,817. An act for the relief of Andres
Quinones and Letty Perez;

H.R.831. An act for the relief of George
Chan;

H.R. 1022, An act for the relief of Peter
Bednar, Francisca Bednar, Peter Walter Bed-
nar, and Willlam Joseph Bednar;

H.R.1189. An act to establish the methods
of advancement for post-office employees
(rural carriers) in the fleld service;

H.R. 1392, An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Charlotte E. Harvey;

H.R.1562. An act to Increase temporarily
the amount of Federal aid to State or Terri-
torial homes for the support of disabled sol=-
diers and sallors of the United States;

H. R. 1653. An act for the relief of Edward
W. Bigger,

H.R. 1724, An act to legalize the admission
to the United States of Sarah Jane Sanford
Pansa;

H.R.1749. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act for the rellef of Johannes or
John, Julia, Michael, Willlam, or Anna
Eostiuk";

H.R. 1853. An act for the rellef of John
F. Reaves;

H. R. 2000, An act for the relief of Jeffer-
soniville Flood Control District, Jeffersonville,
Ind., a municipal corporation;

H.R.2418. An act for the rellef of Luz

artin;

H. R, 3189, An act for the relief of Joe Parry,
a minor;

H.R.3224, An act for the rellef of Frank
and Maria Durante;

H. R, 3608. An act for the rellef of Cristeta
La-Madrid Angeles;

H. R.3740. An act for the rellef of Andrew
Osiecimski-Czapski;

H.R.8787. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Maria Smorczewska;

H.R.3824. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Cletus E. Todd (formerly Laura Estelle
Ritter);

H. R. 3880, An act for the relief of Ludwig
Pohoryles;

H.R. 4018, An act authorizing the transfer
of certain real property for wildlife or other
purposes;

H. R. 4050. An uct to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Moke Tcharoutcheff, Lucie
Baptistine Tcharoutcheff, Raymonde Tcha-
routcheff, and Robert Tcharoutcheff;

H. R. 4068, An act to authorize the Federal
Works Administrator to construct a building
for the General Accounting Office on square
618 of the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes;

H.R.4129, An act for the relief of Jerline
Floyd Givens and the legal guardian of Wil-
liam Earl Searight, a minor;
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H.R.4130. An act for the rellef of Dennis
(Dionesio) Fernandez;

H.R.4631. An act for the relief of Antonio
Villani;

H. R.5035. An act to authorize the attend-
ance of the United States Marine Band at the
Eighty-second National Encampment of the
Grand Army of the Republic to be held in
Grand Rapids, Mich., S8eptember 26 to 30,
1948;

H.R.5118. An act to authorize the sale
of certain individual Indian land on the Flat-
head Reservation to the State of Montana;

H.R, 5137, An act to amend the Immigra-
tion Act of 1924, as amended;

H.R.5262. An act to authorize the sale of
individual Indian lands acquired under the
act of June 18, 1934, and under the act of
June 26, 1936;

H.R. 5543. An act granting the consent of
Congress to Carolina Power & Light Co. to
construct, maintain, and operate a dam in
the Lumber River;

H.R, 5651, An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in South Dakota for municipal or public
purposes;

H. R. 5805, An act to extend the time with-
in which application for the benefits of the
Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944 may be
made by veterans discharged from the armed
forces before the effective date of such act;
and

H.R.5963. An act to authorize the con-
struction of a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia and the District Court
of the Unlted States for the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol=-
lowing titles:

H. R. 1878, An act to amend the immigra=
tion laws to deny admission to the United
States of persons who may be coming here
for the purpose of engaging in activities
which will endanger the public safety of the
United States;

H.R.2350. An act to authorize the pay-
ment of a lump sum, in the amount of
$100,000, to the village of Highland Falls,
N. Y, as a contribution toward the cost of
construction of a water-filtration plant, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 3219. An act to authorize the Federal
Works Administrator or officials of the Fed-
eral Works Agency duly authorized by him to
appoint special policemen for duty upon
Federal property under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Works Agency, and for other pur-
poses;

H. R. 3350. An act relating to the rules for
the prevention of collisions on certain inland
waters of the United States and on the west-
ern rivers, and for other purposes;

H.R. 3506, An act authorlzing an appro-
priation for investigating and rehabilitating
the oyster beds damaged or destroyed by the
intrusion of fresh water and the blockage of
natural passages west of the Mississippl Riv=
er in the vicinity of Lake Mechant and Bayou
Beverin, Terrebonne Parish, La., and by the
opening of the Bonnet Carre Spillway, and
for other purposes;

H. R.3510. An act to authorize the con=-
struction, protection, operation, and main-
tenance of a public airport in the Territory of
Alaska;

H.R.3666. An act to amend subsection
(c) of section 19 of the Immigration Act of
1917, as amended, and for other purposes;

H. R.4236. An act to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Act to remove certain discrimination with
respect to the appointment of persons have
ing any physical handicap to positions in the
classified civil service;
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H.R.4721. An act to remove the statutory
limit of appropriation expenditures for re-
pairs or changes to a vessel of the Navy;

H.R.4892. An act to amend the act of July
23, 1947 (61 Stat. 400) (Public Law No. 219 of
the BOth Cong.);

H. R. 5193. An act to amend the National-
ity Act of 1940;

H.R. 5669. An act to provide for adjust-
ment of irrigation charges on the Flathead
Indian {rrigation project, Montana, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 6067. An act authorizing the execu-
tion of an amendatory repayment contract
with the Northport Irrigation District, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8.3. An act to provide for the tralning of
alr-traffic-control-tower operators;

8.153. An act authorizing the Secretary
of the Army to have prepared a replica of
the Dade Monument for presentation to the
State of Florida;

S.668. An act for the rellef of Philip
Bumampow;

8.1703. An act for the rellef of Lorraine
Burns Mullen;

5.1979, An act authorizing and directing
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Depart=-
ment of the Interior to undertake certain
studies of the soft-shell and hard-shell
clams;

8, 2060. An act for the relief of Edgar Wik-
ner Perclval;

8.2077. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to exchange certaln property
with the city of Kearney, Nebr.;

S.2152, An act to increase the maximum
travel allowance for rallway postal clerks
and substitute railway postal clerks;

8.2223. An act to authorize the promotion
of Lt, Gen. Leslie Richard Groves to the per-
manent grade of major general, United
Btates Army, and for other purposes;

B8.2224, An act to amend the Veterans'
Preference Act of 1944 with respect to' the
priority rights of veterans entitled to 10-
point preference under such act;

B.2233. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to grant to the East Bay Munici-
pal Utllity District, an agency of the State
of California, an easement for the construc=-
tion and operation of a water main in and
under certain Government-owned lands com=
prising a part of the United States air sta-
tion, Alameda, Calif,;

8.2291. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army or his duly authorized represent-
atlve to quitclaim a perpetual easement over
certain lands adjacent to the Fort Myers
Army Airfield, Fla.; and

8.2432, An act to amend the Alien Reg-
istration Act of 1940,

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H. R.5933. An act to permit the temporary
free importation of racing shells,

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing hill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr, MILLIKIN, Mr. BREWSTER, and Mr,
BarkLEY to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RAMEY asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the

-
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Recorp and include an article on the
St. Lawrence waterway.

Mr. MERROW asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include House Concurrent
Resolution 190, which he introduced on
April 27, 1948, with reference to foreign
policy.

VOLUNTARY ENLISTMENT VERSUS
THE DRAFT

Mr. TWYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks and include therewith a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. TwyMaN]?

There was no objection.

Mr, TWYMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I received a thoughtful letter
from two boys who live in my block at
home, These boys are typical, I think,
of many American boys. They would
not hesitate to enlist in the Army volun-
tarily if they could enlist on the same
basis as is proposed under the com-
pulsory plan. Actually, the Navy, the
Marine Corps, and the Army Air Forces
are having no trouble meefing their en-
listed personnel quotas on a voluntary
basis. As far as they are concerned,
there is no need to consider compulsory
military training or reenactment of the
draft. All of the difficulty seems to be
with the ground forces of the Army, and
these difficulties seem to be due to the
types of enlistments they offer. The
shortest enlistment is a 2-year enlist-
ment, which means that the volunteer
will be unassigned and is assured of no
training other than the original basic
training. The Army would do well to
consider the letter which I quote here-
with:

May 6, 1948,

Dear Me. TwymAN: We are graduating
from high school this spring, and although
we intend to go to college, We are consider-
ing enlistment in one of the armed forces,
We inquired and learned that the minimum
period is 3 years for all branches. We feel,
since there is & great need for men in the
services, that inducement should be greater.
We consider 8 years too long if one is fo
attend college.

It is our opinlon that a shorter enlistment,
18 months or 2 years, would be more attrac-
tive. There are others who think as we do,
and who would join if it did not require
3 years.

We think that a short perlod in the service
would make us more mature and thereby
give us a greater appreclation of a college
education.

We recommend that the enlistment period
be cut down to 18 months or 2 years. If you
consider the matter from our point nf view,
we feel that you will agree with us.

Thanking you for your consideration, we
remain,
Yours truly,

GERALD GRANT, JR.
R. CHESTER OT1s III.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. WHITTINGTON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude an address delivered by Oris V.
Wells, Chief of the Bureau of Agricul-
tural Economics, before the Delta Coun-
cil of Mississippi.
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AIR-LINE RATE COMPETITION FROM
EUROPEAN SOCIALISM

Mr. of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
American trans-Atlantic air lines are up
in the air in more ways than one. Most
of them have been making a very satis-
factory profit. Some have even hoped
to develop mass air travel to Europe by
further lowering rates. That has heen
the traditional way for American busi-
ness enterprises to pass on new efficien-
cies to consumers, but it is not the
European socialist’s way. The British
and French air lines are government-
owned monopolies. They have been op-
erating with heavy deficits. They have
felt that trans-Atlantic rates should be
raised so they asked our Government,
under the Civil Aeronautics Board, to
approve rate increase.

Did the CAB follow the wishes of the
American companies? Did the CAB al-
low competition under free enterprise to
settle the matter in favor of the traveler?

No, sir,

Deciding in favor of the British and
French plea, the CAB has recently raised
trans-Atlantic air rates by $25. Once
again the American citizen is asked to
subsidize the Socialist governments of
Europe.

Mr. Speaker, how long are American
taxpayers going to let foreign govern-
ments tell us what we have to do to
maintain their Socialist governments?

The Saturday Evening Post suggests

that every trans-Atlantic ticket should
carry the legend:

This ticket would have cost $25 less if
socialism were working the way Socialists
say it is.

It is a good idea. It should be ex-
tended to all things that cost more be-
cause European socialism does not work.
[From the New York Times of March 29, 1948]
ATLANTIC AIR FARES TO INCREASE BY $26—

AMERICAN-FLAG OPERATORS NOT TOO PLEASED

WITH THE RISE SOUGHT BY FOREIGN LINES

Alr fares across the Atlantic will increase
by 825 on Thursday. The Civil Aeronautics
Board last week approved the general rate
increase determined upon by the rate con-
ference of the International Air Transport
Association at Rio de Janeiro last November
and all air-line men here yesterday sald
the rates would become effective for at least
5 months.

Operators of air service across the Atlantic
under the American flag are not too pleased
with the increase. Their figures for last
year show an operating profit as a rule and
they feel that every rise in rates is a step
away from the $200 round trip to Europe that
the industry has long counted on to gen-
erate real mass transportation by air
overseas,

Foreign operators, particularly the British
and the French, however, have been faced
with heavy deficits on their Government-
owned monopolies and have stoed out for
the increase for at least the summer season
when capacity loads are expected both ways.
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On the plea that the current rate would
drive their foreign competitors out of busi-
ness, in violation of all international air
agreements from the general act of the
Chicago conference of 1944, the United
BStates-flag operators have agreed to go along
on the Increase.

The base rate has been that between New
York and London, which has stood for more
than 2 years at 325 one way, with rates to
other cities in Europe based on mileage
beyond the London gateway. The London
rate now become $350 with similar increases
for all points beyond. With the discounts
prevalent for foreign round trips the round
trip fares will be increased by $43.20.

Not all of the provisions of IATA's Rio
resolutions were approved by the CAB. In
both the Atlantic and other conferences the
board suspended provisions that, it said,
would tend to provide double commissions
for agents who were both agents and for-
warders of freight. This, the board said,
would be in effect an illegal rebate. It also
questioned some of the provisions for free
and reduced fare transportation for tour con-
ductors and has instituted a general inquiry
into the whole matter of free and reduced
fares on international air carriers, which are
strictly forbidden to domestic air lines.

[From the Saturday Evening Post of May 8,
T 1948]
FREE ENTERPRISE SEEMS BORN TO BLUSH
UNSEEN

There's a lot in what Dorothy Thompson
says about this country hiding its light un-
der a bushel and fighting a cold war by
imitating the juvenile antics of Communist
gangsters Instead of demonstrating in a
positive fashion what freedom has to offer
the miserable inhabitants of this planet. A
striking example of our failure to beat the
drums was clipped out of the New York
Times last month by the Foundation for
Economic Education, which deserves credit
for rescuing the item from unmerited ob-
livion. The Times news story explained an
announced increase of $25 in the fare for
trans-Atlantic alr-line flights. The story
pointed out that air lines under the Ameri-_
can flag had been showing an operating profit
on overseas flights and regretted the neces-
sity of increasing the fare. Reason:

“Foreign operators, particularly the Brit- -
ish and French, have been faced with heavy
deficits on their government-owned monopo-
lies and have stood out for the increase for
at least the summer season, when capacity
loads are expected both ways. On the plea
that the current rate would drive their for-
eign competitors out of business, in viola-
tion of all international air agreements aris-
ing from the general act of the Chicago con=
ference in 1944, the United States flag oper-
ators have agreed to go along on the in-
crease.”

In other words, American private manage-
ment—aided by Government-mail contracts
which foreign lines also get—has outdis-
tanced subsidized socialism, but, in the in-
terest of courtesy, has agreed to waive its
advantage. Inasmuch as the right to fly
into England and France does rest on agree-
ments with those countries, it 1s probable
that there was no way out for the American
lines but to go along on the fare increase.
Nevertheless, we do feel that, in this one
instance at any rate, such free enterprise as
remains in the fiying business is entitled to
at least as much advertising as the Socialists
are forever sponsoring in behalf of the al-
legedly superior efficiency and economy of
their system. Couldn't a ticket on an Amer-
fcan transatlantic plane contain some such
legend as: “This ticket would have cost £25
less if socialism were working the way So-
clalists say it is.”
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This is no gag, but a serious proposal.
One of the most important reasons for the
low standing of our economic system in the
eyes of millions of Americans is that they
have been told by everybody from Henry
Wallace to the professor in economics 6, that
some other system would distribute goods
more fairly or make full production available
to the people instead of to the profiteers.
Never do these apostles of antifree enter-
prise explain just when and where Socialist
economies have delivered the goods. They
content themselves with pointing out that
& planned soclety ought to deliver the goods
because it's a planned society. What's the
matter with asking for details of how they
do it; and what's the matter with blowing
our own horn, just softly, when we do it?

INAUGURATION OF GOVERNOR LONG

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, 20 years ago today I was present in the
city of Baton Rouge, La., and witnessed
the inauguration of my neighbor and
boyhood friend, the late Gov. Huey P.
Long, who later became a distinguished
United States Senator. Sixteen years
ago today in Baton Rouge, T witnessed
the inauguration of my brother, the late
Gov. O. K. Allen, who was later elected
to the United.States Senate and died
before taking office.

Today in the city of Baton Rouge,
Hon. Earl K. Long, a younger brother of
Huey P. Long, and also a neighbor and
friend of mine, is being inaugurated
Governor of Louisiana. Within a few
minutes he will be inaugurated Gover-
nor. I had planned to attend the in-
auguration and had made some reserva-
tions for that purpose, but had to can-
cel the trip because of the heavy legisla-
tive docket here this week. But, Mr.
Speaker, it is a matter of great pride
with me that another man with whom I
was reared and who now lives in my home
town becomes governor of the great
State of Louisiana, after having received
a majority of over 208,000 votes in the
recent primary. This makes three gov-
ernors of Louisiana that my own home
town has furnished.

I believe Governor Long will make
Louisiana a great governor. He has
broad experience in public life, having
been Governor himself for 11 months
before and he has a broad knowledge
and a sympathetic understanding of the
needs of the people. We in Louisiana
are proud of his achievements and we
are very happy over his election and ele-
vation to the governorship and we are
looking forward to the accomplishment
of great results under his administra-
tion. He goes into office with as great
backing of the people as any governor
in the history of Louisiana has ever had.

His great desire is to give to the people’

of Louisiana 4 years of good government
and bring to our reople the greatest
measure of happiness. and prosperity.
This we believe he will do.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy today to
salute the new Governor of Louisiana
and to extend fo him and his gracious
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lady, Mrs. Blanche Long, my warmest
congratulations and fervent good wishes.

Mr. PASSMAN., Mr. Speaker: I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I asked,

for this time to pay tribute to a truly
great American, the Honorable Earl K.
Long, Governor-designate of the great
State of Louisiana.

Today at high 12, central standard
time, Mr. Long will be sworn in as Gov-
ernor of the State of Louisiana. In ef-
fect that means that all Louisianians will
enter upon a new phase of life and hence-
forth Louisiana will have peace, pros-
perity, and an aggressive form of State
government,

Those of us who know Governor Long
best know that he possesses great ability,
He is a lovable character and his integ-
rity is most certainly above reproach.
Gov. Earl K. Long, like his illustrious
brother, the late United States Sena-
tor Huey P. Long, has ever cham-
pioned the cause of the lame and the
halt, the sick and the blind, the aged and
the infirm, and also that large group of
underprivileged. Governor Long is the
father of the free school-lunch program.

I predict that so great will be Gover-
nor Long's administration for the next
4 years in Louisiana that the leadership
set by the Governor will soar as a bright
example to statesmen and leaders yet
unborn. Governor Long has set for his
task a very comprehensive program. His
program is feasible and will be beneficial

_ to all Louisianians.

I predict that so great will be the ac-
complishments of Governor Long in the
next 4 years that chief executives from
many of Louisiana’s sister States will
look to him for advice and counsel. No
doubt history will record Governor Long
as one of the great leaders of this age.
It would not surprise those of us close to
Governor Long to see him drafted for
an even greater work and on a national
scope.

No doubt, many of my“colleagues pres-
ent on the floor today will sooner or later
aspire to the governorship of their re-
spective States, and if that be true, I
recommend that they turn their eyes to
the South and observe the great program
being pursued for the good of mankind
under the able leadership of my dear
friend, Gov. Earl K. Long.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-

er, I join with my colleagues in extending:

best wishes and congratulations to Gov-
ernor Long, and our first lady, Mrs. Long,
as he assumes the highest office within
the gift of the people of Louisiana, Our
new Governor has announced a con-
structive program of public works and
aid to the aged and the indigent. In
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that program he will have the coopera-
tion of all Democrats in the State of
Louisiana as well as' my own cooperation.

Our incoming Governor was nomi-
nated by the largest majority ever ac-
corded a candidate for governor after
full discussion of the issues and pro-
grams involved. In carrying out his
program he deserves the help and coop-
eration of all our people,

Governor Long defeated three other
candidates in the two primary elections
of January and February 1948—Repre-
sentative MorrisonN, Judge Robert Ken-
non, and former Governor Jones. I sup-
ported the latter candidate, but as the
Representative in Congress of the Sec-
ond District of Louisiana, I naturally bow
to the majority, and I am glad to join my
colleagues in extending congratulations
and best wishes and in pledging my co-
operation in a program for the advance-
ment of our State.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, all roads
today in Louisiana lead to Baton Rouge,
A record crowd is in attendance; and the
occasion of this tremendous outpouring
of the people of Louisiana is the in-
auguration of Gov. Earl K. Long.

Governor Long was elected after a
heated campaign culminating in a bril-
liant victory produced by a record ma-
jority of votes coming from all sections
of our State. These votes represented
all groups and all parts of Louisiana.
This inauguration marks the beginning
of a new regime in Louisiana politics.
All signs point to an era of unprecedented
growth, development, and progress in my
native State and for the benefit of its
people.

My heartiest congratulations go to the
incoming Governor. He has, of course,
my full cooperation and desire to vork
with him for the benefit of our State,
its institutions, and its people.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. HEBERT (at the request of Mr.
Boces of Louisiana) was given permis-
sion to extend his remarks in the REcorb,

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the RECORD.

Mr. JONES of Alabama asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude a letter.

Mr. FERNANDEZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECoRD on the subject World Premiere of
Four Faces West, and also to extend his
remarks in the ReEcorp and include the
third part of an article with respect to
the Rio Grande flood problem in New
Mexico.

Mr. LANHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
editorial from the Atlantic Journal.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include two newspaper
articles.

CONSERVATION PAYMENTS TO MINERS
OF BTRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MIN-
ERALS

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis~
consin? )

There was no objection.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, a
bill by the gentleman from Nevada [Mr,
Russerr]l, H. R. 2455, to make conser-
vation payments to miners of strategic
and critical minerals required for the
national defense is now pending. This
bill is designed to supplement the Stock
Pile Act of 1946 and to encourage dis-
covery, exploration, and development of
minerals within our borders. It will also
insure the recovery of marginal ore
bodies which were opened up during the
war and which may be lost forever if not
continuously mined.

We are laggard in these matters.
While we talk in terms of mineral inven-
tories other countries take practical ac-
tion. It is reported that the greatest
mineral search in history is under way
in other countries. Prospectors will em=-
ploy parachute, reindeer, camel, pack
mule, automobile, and airplane in their
gﬁorts to discover new and greater ore

eds. .

Apparently, cost is no object to other
nations when strategic and critical de-
fense materials are needed. It is clear
they are making strenuous efforts to be-
come self-sufficient in metals and min-
erals.

It seems to me that the United States
can do no less than make every efiort to
be self-sufficient in supplies concerning
the national defense. I realize we must
have some imports, but most certainly
every ton of strategic metals we can pro-
cure here—every source we can make
available on our own continent—adds
that much insuranc: against future
needs.

I feel the House should pass H. R. 2455
at the earliest possible moment.

TAXES

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
last year I infroduced H. R. 1030 when it
was reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. Many mem-
bers of the committee as well as others
not on that committee expected we would
quickly make a reappraisal of the whole
luxury-tax situation. The chairman
told the House:

We will go over the Whole excise-tax list
before long and see if we cannot give relief
where needed.

We all thought that early action would
be possible. I personally pointed out our
desire to continue these present war-
excise taxes, at least until such time as
the Congress has an opportunity to con-
sider the whole budget picture.

It is not surprising therefore that many
Members have asked me what we are
doing in this matter. I do not under-
take to speak for the committee, but I do
feel constrained as a matter of good faith
to present a bill which will be referred to
our committee and enable us to have the
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subject considered when we get the gen-
eral revision bill out of the way.

It is possible to make out a good case
for any one of the many items which are
included under the general heading of
excises. However we cannot properly, in
my judgment, dispose simply of indi-
vidual items in piecemeal fashion.
Moreover we must consider the revenue
situation in the light of budgetary de-
mands, the extent of which we do not yet
know. ,

But we should review the picture, at
least, and ascertain just where we stand.
When we do so, we should approach the
problem with some principle in mind,
some standard which may appropriately
be applied. We must deal with the re-
tail excise category as a whole. For ex-~
ample, does anyone suppose we should
consider luggage only, and not furs or
jewelry or cosmetics? Or that we should
take up only one classification of cos-
metics or one price range of jewelry?
Such approach, it seems to me, does not
go to the heart of the situation. We
must consider all together.

In my view we should not have in
peacetime a diseriminatory rate of tax
on retail sales. It would please me if
there were no tax at all on retail sales,
particularly where they are superim-
posed upon local and State sales taxes,
thus further through F.deral authority,
distorting and aggrav:ting a competitive
situation already serious to those who
have a perfect right to engage in a par-
ticular line of legitimate business. But
I am practical enough to know that reve-
nue needs must also be considered, and
the bill I am introducing today would
simply restore the 1841 rate of tax, 10
percent, instead of the 1943 rates of 20
percent which our action last year con-
tinued in- force.

Oddly, the double burden of the 20~
per-a2nt rate falls largely on the women
of the Nation, A man carries his be-
longings in his pockets—a woman needs
a handbag, and pays a tax of 20 percent
for the article. She wanis to look pre-
sentable, in fact it is essential that she
do so—and the women of America are
the most beautiful in the world—but the
woman pays a penalty of 20 percent for
her cosmetics. She buys a fur coat and
is taxed $1 for every $5 of the retail
price. She buys a bauble for the coat
and must pay another 20 porcent for the
jewelry adornment. Someone said “The
woman always pays”—we not only make
it legal—we say she must go on paying
war tax rates. She gave her husband,
her sons to the war, and we make her
pay for the war too.

The Federal sales taxes—that’s what
they amount to—as excises on retail
sales, are highly discriminatory to the
man in business. The consumer buys an
oriental rug or expensive china, and he
pays no tax. He buys a locket and a
chain as a graduation gift for his daugh-
ter, or a wedding present, and he pays $4
tax on every $20 he spends. That simply
is not just or right in principle. Either
we should have a general Federal sales
tax on all items—which I oppose—or we
should deal fairly with this retail-exeise
problem.

At the very least I want the matter to
come before our committee, Many other
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Members of this body want to know and
‘be able to tell their constituents that the
problem will receive consideration.
Therefore, I am introducing a bill to
reduce from 20 percent to 10 percent
the rates now applicable to furs, jewelry,
cosmetics, and luggage. As soon as our
budgetary position will permit, I hope to
assist in repealing retail excises enfirely
as applied to these items.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include an editorial ap-
&eaﬁng in the York Dispatch this morn-

g.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that it is necessary for me to come be-
fore this House to criticize certain things
in the Department of Agriculture so
often. I would like to see that Depart=
ment cleared up so that the people would
get at least some sensible advice or bene~
fit from that top-heavy, expensive de-
partment of government. Now they are

up in my city putting on a campaign to °

teach the housewives what to buy and
even going so far as to say that they
can cut their budget by 50 percent if
they will follow their advice. Well, the
program calls for the housewives to pur-
chase cabbage instead of asparagus and
soybeans instead of meat. These house-
wives in southeastern Pennsylvania, who
have long enjoyed the reputation of be-
ing the thriftiest wives and the best
cooks and housekeepers in the world, we
Pennsylvania Dutchmen, are not going
to eat cabbage instead of asparagus at
this time of the year, and they are not
going to eat soybeans when what they
want is beef or pork. They are just
crazy down there in the Department of
Agriculture. Why do they not go up
into the coal regions and try this experi-
ment. There all food is brought in; the
people live out of the store, The cellars
in the homes in southeastern Pennsyl-
vania actually represent little ware-
houses when it comes to supplies, and
those supplies have been put there to
take care of their needs for a year in
advance. You can go into a lot of our
cellars and find from a hundred to a
thousand quarts of canned goods that
they have put up themselves, some for
as long as 5 years ago, and they are just
as good now as the day when they were
put up by the housewife. Now the De-
partment of Agriculture agents are up
there putting on an extensive program
urging the people to buy the foods which
are in surplus created by the Govern-
ment whether they are suitable or not.
I shall survey the thing honestly and re-
port to this House their doings from
time to time. If they expect us to eat
soybeans and cabbages instead of as-
paragus and beefsteak, they are crazy.
The Department of Agriculture should
be pushed back into Washington where
it belongs. Their recommendations are
mostly boloney no matter how thin you
slice it.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks by inserting in
the Recorp an editorial appearing in
the York Dispatch entitled “It's Still
Boloney”:

IT'S STILL EOLONEY

So now the master minds of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture are going to tell house-
wives how to cut down one-tenth on their
food budgets. York and Lancaster counties
are to be the testing grounds for a best-buy
campaign. It seems Government experts
will tell the grocer what is abundant, and
therefore cheap, and the grocer will put a
label on these goods, and voila. The good
housewives will buy the cheap, but nourish-
ing articles. At least Washington says they're
nourishing.

As though anybody who has been handling
the fopd pecketbook for the last year or two
doesn’t know that one has to purchase the
best buys or have nothing left to buy any-
thing else. The housewife who pretends to
be any kind of manager buys what is a bar-
gain. She walks into a store and sees a pile
of canned goods, for instance, with a bargain
price on it. If she has any extra money in
her purse, which is doubtful in view of pres-
ent conditions, of course, she will pick up a
can or two.

We note that during the experimental pe-
riod Department of Agriculture representa-
tives will sit in the chamber of commerce to
keep tab on developments. We also note
that recipe books will be distributed, printed
at Government expense, to tell housewives
how to prepare meals economically under
the title “Money-Saving Main Dishes.” More
menus would seem to be the last thing we
need.

If all the books filled with money-saving
menus were placed end to end and side by
side and one on top of the other, all the
people in the United States, including Alaska
and the other Territories, would be knee deep
in them., We say let the experts wade in
them.

Remember all the hullabaloo about the
wonderfully nourishing properties of soy-
beans? They could be substituted for meat,
the pamphlet said. Maybe that is so, but we

' never could get anybody to like soybeans.
We dressed them up with tomato sauce and
with mustard and we baked them and we
boiled them, and they always turned out
soybeans.

And who is paying for the cost of com-
piling and printing these menus? We, the
people. We doubt very much whether one-
tenth of the budget which we will theo-
retically save with suggestions from the
Government, all free, mind you, will equal
the amount of money spent to pay the home

_economists to compile the book, the cost of
paper and printing, not to mention the sal-
aries of those representatives of the Depart-
ment who will sit and watch developments.

Seemingly the experts have failed to take
into account the fact that many Yorkers
buy green groceries at the markets. Will
they cover the markets?

We realize that a Government employee
in Washington, unless he were York County
bred, could not be familiar with the fact
that we go to market for certaln things.
That's what we mean. Washington thinks
up something for us to do, some much pub-
licized campalgn to save food, and then a
most important factor in even starting to
make such a plan work is overlooked; that
is the local element.

You know, maybe, we are one of those
cussed rugged individualists who hate to
have a guv'ment man poke his nose into our
pots and pans. We have never done any-
thing but try to economize on the grocery
bill, and we resent the implication that
‘Washington must send experts to tell us how
to run things, even our meals,

Sometimes when we read of all these won-
derful things that the Government is doing
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for us we decide not to try to figure out
anything at all for ourselves any more. If
our food money fails to reach, we'll Just sit
down and have a good cry and send Mr. Tru-
man a telegram (collect, of course) so ne
can tell us what to put on the table for
supper. Shades of Charlie Luckman and
his ilk. Let them sell their soap; let the
Department of Agriculture stick to its agri-
culturing and let us alone. We'll manage,
thank you.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr., JONES of Washington asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp in two instances;
in one to include three editorials appear-
ing in the Seattle Times, and in the other
portions of a statement made by him be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means

concerning an amendment to the Foreign

Trade Zones Act, H. R. 6160, and a state-
ment on the same subject made by a
representative of the Seattle Chamber of
Commerce.

ECONOMIC COOPERATION ACT OF 1948

Mr. HILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, in writing
the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948,
Members of Congress were farsighted
enough to recognize that in assisting the
western block of European countries it
was likely that from time to time an
impact would be felt on the economy of
the United States. For that reason, sec-
tion 112 (a) was written into Public Law
472 of the Eightieth Congress, which
provides as follows:

The Administrator shall provide for the
procurement in the United States of com-
modities under this title in such a way as to
(1) minimize the drain upon the resources
of the United States and the impact of such
procurement upon the domestic economy,
and (2) avold impairing the fulfillment of
vital needs of the people of the United States.

The House Small Business Committee
in March compiled a summary of re-
quirements for the Economic Ccopera-
tion Act in which it was estimated that
for 1948, $441,000,000 would be spent in
procuring steel and steel-making mate-
rials for the Marshall-plan coundries,
that $576,800,000 would be spent to pro-
cure petroleum and petroleum products,
and that $175,000,000 would be spent for
oil-equipment requirements and that
$369,000,000 would be spent in procuring
coal to be sent to these countries. All
of these items are today in short supply
in the United States.

Small businesses are the losers in any
period of scarcity. Many small business
firms have contacted the House Small
Business Committee, complaining that
steel in particular was impossible to ob-
tain in needed quantities without paying
gray-market prices.” This condition
exists at a time when we are giving away
these items to countries in Europe who
themselves are not interchanging goods.

To illustrate this point, I refer you to
the New York Times of April 17 which
article carries the headline: “Belgium
offering steel sheets here.” Five hun-
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dred and twenty-eight thousand dollars
worth in one contract cited, price given
as 11 cents a pound or $220 a tori. The
article went on to say: ;

These offers were taken to indicate that
European mills are approaching a point at
which they will have an exportable surplus
if their entire output is not absorbed by the
European recovery program,

It seems unbalanced to have us sell-
ing steel for use in ERP operations on
a preferred allocation status when some
buyers here may have to buy foreign steel
at almost double the price of metals we
ship abroad.

In the New York Journal of Commerce
on April 29 an ad appeared as follows:

We offer as representatives of a leading
European mill API line pipe, 300-500 tons
Enon;l:l.ly. commeneing October, Eurt Orban

0., C.

As one good friend of mine remarked
to me yesterday, “Why should any Eu-
ropean nation buy from another Euro-
pean nation when they can get the ma-
terials from the United States for
nothing?"

It has been stated several times on
the floor of the House by other Members
that at the same time France was ne-
gotiating for the importation of 6,500,000
tons of coal from the United States in
each of the next three quarters that in
Poland there would be a glut of coal avail-
able at prices far beneath the shipping
charges to carry coal from this country.

In the case of petroleum and petroleum
products, several days ago we were ad-
vised by the Armed Services Committee
that in the event of a war, the Nation
would face a shortage of 3,000,000 barrels
of oil a day, further stating that if the
world situation does not improve and
voluntary controls are not successful that
the Government should consider allocat-
ing steel and petroleum products.

In regard to steel for oil equipment re-
quirements which includes steel used for
rigs, drills, tubing, pipe and refinery ex-
pansion, a good deal of steel must be
channeled into these efforts within the
next few months, further curtailing the
use of steel by all types of other industry.

As a member of the Select Committee
on Small Business, I have been carefully
following the allocation of steel, espe-
cially that part of it that has been going,
and we hope continues to be directed, to
small manufacturing plants who find
that steel is the major element or the
general base upon which their entire
output is dependent. Hundreds of these
small but important manufacturing
plants must be provided with steel if
they are to continue to keep their plants
operating.

In my opinion, the cpportunity of the
Department of Commerce to mishandie,
misjudge, or fumble the allocation of
steel, either by persuasion or otherwise,
could and probably would directly affect
the farm ocutput of many farms in
America. Farmers are not only short of
farm equipment used in the cultivation
of the soil but also short of many other -
tools and repairs, the basic element of
which is steel.

In any plan which contemplates allo-
cation of such scarce items as steel, 1
fear for the welfare of small businesses.
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I recently attended a meeting of the
steel warehouse men sponsored by the
Department of Commerce, office of in-
dustry cooperation, at which time ware-
house men were gathered to enter into a
voluntary agreement under Public Law
395. Officials of the Department of
Commerce, in effect, told the group that
they could not expect more than 15 per-
cent of the total steel production for
distribution to small users. They fur-
ther advised that 10 percent of the total
steel production is being shipped abroad.

Mr, Virden, Director of the Office of
International Trade, at the meeting
said:

Based upon what we know of the steel-
production situation, I think we ought to be
frank with you and say we don't see any
chance of an increased flow of steel to the
warehouse industry; indeed, you might face
the fact that you might get less steel.

Under Secretary of Commerce Wil-
liam C. Foster said:

We went up last year to the Congress be-
lHeving that there were sghortages which
might need some -mandatory powers to alle-
viate.

From the Department of Commerce,
then, we see there is the thinking that
small users of steel will get no more, and
may get less. Also that mandatory con-
trols are necessary.

If this be true, then it is time that we
restudy section 112 (a) of Public Law
472 and call a halt to the exportation of
such scarce items that are crippling our
own economy at home. -

‘While on the subject of small business,
I call your attention to one other dis-
turbing bit of news which has come
across my desk recently. In January
and February of 1948, Army supply con-
tracts awarded totaled $284,000,000. Of
this total amount, less than $20,000,000,
or 7 percent of the total in dollars, was
awarded to businesses employing less
than 500 wage earners.

Small business is a fundamental part
of America and must continue to grow
and be safeguarded as well as any other
cherished American institution.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a letter appearing in
today’s New York Herald-Tribune.

Mr. JOHNSON of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp in two instances and
include a lecture in each.

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD ACADEMY

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent fo address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker,
on Friday of this week the congressional
Board of Visitors to the Coast Guard
Academy will convene in New London,
Conn.

All of us in Connecticut greet our dis-
tinguished visitors with a very sincere
“Welcome aboard.” They will have the

opportunity to observe the progress and
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to study the problems of the Coast Guard
Academy., Their constructive sugges=-
tions will do much to enable the Coast
Guard to maintain its present high
standard of achievement in the field of
training officers.

We have heard a great deal during the
past few years about our naval and mil-
itary academies. We have also heard
a great deal about the uniformity of
operation maintained by the various
services which bears evidence of the basic
training and education received at these
academies by our military leaders.

Not many of us, however, are ac-
quainted with the history, dating back
to 1876, rich in tradition and significant
events, which forms the background of
our third and smallest service academy—
the United States Coast Guard Academy
at New London, Conn.. Nor is it gener-
ally appreciated that this comparatively
small academy, because of the almost
boundless range of its functions and
scope of training, holds a unique and in-
teresting place among the educational
institutions of our armed forces.

Appointments to the Coast Guard
Academy are based entirely on Nation-
wide competitive examinations. This
year 1,222 young men made application
for appointment to cadetship. Of this
number 840 were found eligible and au-
thorized to take the examinations.
Based upon the results of these examina-
tions, appointments of approximately
150 cadets, from the top grades, will be
made provided the candidates are physi-
cally and otherwise qualified. These
cadets will enter the Academy during the
first week in July. Thus it may be seen
that the candidate receiving an appoint-
ment to the Academy must have attained
a relatively high examination mark.

Mention has already been made as to
the diversified education offered at the
Coast Guard Academy. When we con-
sider the manifold duties of our Coast
Guard service itself, the reason for this
type of education becomes very clear.
Let me give you a partial list of these
duties: Maritime law-enforcement, life-
saving, rescue work, maintenance of al-
most 37,000 aids to navigation, port
policing, prevention of smuggling, nar=
cotics control, protection of fisheries, fur-
seal, game and bird reservations, Bering
Sea patrol, iceberg and weather patrol.
These are the peacetime duties of our
Coast Guard—wartime duties carry
Coast Guard ships and personnel to all
parts of the world.

The Coast Guard is our oldest sea-
going service. Here we find a mark of
democratic principles dating back to
1876, the year in which the Secretary of
the Treasury secured passage of a law es-

‘tablishing the cadet system. Since that

early date, candidates for the Coast
Guard Academy have been selected by
competitive examinations.

Permit me to relate a bit of the inter-
esting history leading up to the present
status of the United States Coast Guard
Academy.

To begin with, the officer personnel of
the Revenue Marine—now the Coast
Guard—was composed of Revolutionary
War veterans.

It was Alexander Hamilton, our first
Secretary of the Treasury, who recom-
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mended that naval commissions be given
to those in charge of the first Revenue
Marine vessels and that such commis-
sioning, “will not only induce fit men the
more readily to engage, but will attach
them to their duty by a nicer sense of
honor.”

From 1790 until 1876 the service ob-
tained its officers from the Navy and
merchant marine. The resultant mix-
ture of personnel, some with military,
some with commercial experience, proved
to be of distinct disadvantage in that
two separate camps, each with its own
peculiar background and sympathies,
developed. The duties of the Service,
even in those early days, were of a spe-
cialized nature, foreign to the common
knowledge of other professions. Special-
ized training, of one kind or another,
seemed to be in order, .

A specialized training period for candi-
dates for the service was created by con=
gressional law in July 1876, and thus the
cadet corps system was established.
This same cadet corps system is in effect
today, supported solely by means of com=
petitive examination.

In May of 1877, academy life ir. the

_Coast Guard began aboard the old top=

sail schooner J. C. Dobbin. The acad-
emy year was devoted to 8 or 8 months
of academic instructions in port and 3 or
4 months of cruising for practical in-
structions.

During the period 1878-1900, the
Chase, a 106-foot sailing vessel, bark=
rigged, served as the home of the acad=
emy school of instruction. The Chase,
stationed at New Bedford, Mass., during
the winter months, made practice cruises
to Europe in the summer., Graduation
followed a 2-year course at this floating
academy—the cadets became third lieu=
tenants in the Revenue Cutter Service.

The first land-based academy was
established in 1900 at Arundel Cove, near
Baltimore, Md.

The Arundel Cove location served as
a site for the Academy until 1910, at
which time all facilities were transferred
to historic Fort Trumbull at New London,
Conn.

With the creation, in 1915, of the
United States Coast Guard through the
amalgamation of the Revenue Cutter
Service and the Life Saving Service, the
Academy was given the official designa=-
tion United States Coast Guard Acad-
emy. It was developed into a technical
school comparable with respect to com=
pleteness of courses, instructions, and
educational facilities to Annapolis and
West Point.

The full 4-year course of instruction,
established in 1931, contains a greater
number of semester hours than the aver-
age uni ersity engineering course, and
nearly three-fourths of the cultural sub=
jects required for a bachelor of arts de=
gree in a liberal-arts college. Since 1941
the Academy has conferred upon each
graduate the bachelor of science degree
as well as awarding the commission of
ensign in the United States Coast Guard.

Since its founding in 1790, so many
additional duties have been assigned to
the Coast Guard, which I might say are
not performed by any other organization,
that training, specialized to meet Coast
Guard requirements, is mandatory.
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Iustrative of the diversified activities
of Coast Guard officers, a survey of the
graduates of the Academy in 1944 shows
that members of that class are now as-
signed duties as commanding officers of
loran stations and buoy tenders, aerolo=-
gists, and controllers in operation cen-
ters, executive officers on large cutters
and supply ships, aids-to-navigation
duties at various shore establishments,
instructors at the Coast Guard Academy
and in post-graduate training for avia-
tion, electronics, and naval engineering
duties.

Thus, it can readily be seen that train-
ing at the Academy must provide a good
fundamental knowledge for these various
assignments during an officer’s career in
the Coast Guard.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1949

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana, from the
Committee on Appropriations, reported
the bill (H. R. 6500) making appropria=
tions for the legislative branch for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1906), which
was read a first and second time, and,
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MAHON reserved all points of or=-
der on the bill.

RELEASE OF CERTAIN POWERS OF
APPOINTMENT

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 395) to extend the time
for the release, free of estate and gift
tax, of powers of appointment.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.-

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows: B

Resolved, etc., That section 403 (d) (3)
of the Revenue Act of 1942 (relating to the
release of certaln powers of appointment) is
hereby amended by striking out “July 1,
1948" wherever it appears and inserting In
lieu thereof “July 1, 1949"; and sectlon 452
(c) of the Revenue Act of 1942 is hereby
amended to read as follows:
~ *“(c) Release before July 1, 1949:

*(1) A release of a power to appoint be-
fore July 1, 1949, shall not be deemed a trans-
fer of property by the individual possessing
such power.

**(2' This subsection shall apply to all cal-
endar years prior to 1949 and to that part
of the calendar year 1949 prior to July 1,
1949."

With the following committee amend-
ment: :

On page 2, line 6, add a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 2, For the purposes of sections 403
and 452 of the Revenue Act of 1942, a power
to appoint created by a will executed on or
before October 21, 1942, shall be considered
a power created on or before such date if the
person executing such will dies before July 1,
1949, without having republished such will,
by codicil or otherwise, after October 21,
1042."

The committee
agreed to.

amendment was
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The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

S8TOCK PILES OF STRATEGIC MINERALS
AND METALS

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURDOCK., Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Subcommittee on Mines
and Mining of the Committee on Public
Lands, may I say that we have been mak=-
ing rather extensive studies in recent
weeks concerning the condition of our
stock piles under the recent act which
provides for stock piling of strategic and
critical minerals and metals. The other
members of the committee and I are dis-
turbed because of the present condition
of the stock piles in this critical stage
of world affairs. We have been investi-
gating ways and means of stimulating
mining, especially of these strategic
minerals and metals.

I am convinced, Mr. Speaker,
that we ought to pass legislation of
this nature at this session. Iam in favor
of a form of the Russell bill, which has
already been reported out, and on which
a rule has been granted. Perhaps cer-
tain amendments to the bill may be sug-
gested to improve its national defense
feature but something of that sort, I
think, ought to he passed before ad-
Journment.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

STOCE PILING CRITICAL MATERIALS

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Speaker, I merely want to make a com-
ment with reference to what my col-
league the gentleman from AriZona
sald. I was on the subcommittee which
wrote the Stock Piling Act. The barrier
which stands in the way of our building
military stock piles is the fact that we put
a clause in that law providing that those
articles which are in short supply in the
civilian economy cannot be stock-piled.
I am convinced that we have to have
some way of overcoming that barrier,
either by modification of that clause, or
by the elimination of it. Otherwise we
will not get the stock piles of materials
that we need at this critical time,
Therefore I hope the Russell bill or any
other bill containing some provision
which will give a little relief from the
civilian demands may be passed. I
would support such a bill. We are try-
ing our level best to build stock piles, and
the progress to date has been very, very
disappointing. It has been so slow, in
my opinion, because of the clause that
we were persuaded to put in the bill,
which the last Congress passed.
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The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

SUPPLEMENTAL NATIONAL DEFENSE
APPROPRIATION, 1948

. Mr. TABER. Mr, Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H. R.
6226) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the national defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R,
6226) making supplemental appropriations
for the national defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1948, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recoms-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 11, and agree to
the same,

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
I~ the last line of the matter inserted by
sald amendment, strike out the sum *“$30,-
049,000, and insert in lieu thereof "“$20,-
849,000"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the figure named in sald amend-
ment, insert “$500,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same,

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendment numbered 10,

JoHN TAEER,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
ALBERT J. ENGEL,
EARL STEFAN,
FRANCIS CASE,
FraNk B. KEEFE,
CLARENCE CANNON,
Jorn H. KErr,
GEORGE MAHON,
Managers on the Part of the House.
StyYLEs BRIDGES,
CHAN GURNEY,
EKeNNETH McKELLAR,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6226) making
supplemental appropriations for the national
defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1948, and for other purposes, submit the
following report in explanation of the effect
of the action agreed upon and recommended
in the accompanying conference report as to
each of such amendments, namely:

Amendments Nos. 1 through 4, inclusive,
relating to the Department of the Army,
Corps of Engineers, appropriate $20,849,000
for Engineer Service, Army, instead of $30,-
049,000 as proposed by the Senate.
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Amendment No. b, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Army, appropriates 5,061,000 for,
and authorizes transfer of $5,900,000 to the
appropriation “Barracks and quarters, Army”,
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 6, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, provides for not to ex-
ceed 8500,000 to be spent for the expansion
of private plants in connection with the air-
craft construction program instead of $2,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 7, relating to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, provides for the use of not
to exceed $20,000,000 for liquidation of obli-
gations incurred under the appropriation
“Aviation, Navy, 1945”, as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 8 corrects a section num-
ber of the bill as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9 strikes out language car-
ried in the House bill relating to contract re-
negotiation.

Amendment No. 10 reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendment No. 11 corrects a sectlon num-
ber, as proposed by the Senate.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

With respect to the amendment in dis-
agreement the managers on the part of the
House have authorized the following mo-
tion to be made:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 10, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted by sald amend-
ment insert the following:

“Sec. 8. (a) All contracts in excess of
$1,000 entered into under the authority of
this Act, obligating funds appropriated here-
by, obligating funds consolidated by this
Act with funds appropriated hereby, or en=-
tered into through contract authorizations
herein granted, and all subcontracts there-
under in excess of $1,000 shall contain the
following article:

“ '‘Renegotiation article: This contract is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purchase orders
to mrake or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this confract.

*“(hb) Whenever in the opinion of the Sec-
retary of Defense excessive profits are re-
flected under any confract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to con-
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of elim-
inating excessive profits. He shall endeavor
to make an agreement with the contractor
or subcontractor with respect to the amount,
if any, of such excessive profits and to their
elimination. If no such agreement is
reached, the SBecretary shall issue an order
determining the amount, if any, of such ex-
cessive profits and shall ellminate them by
any of the methods set forth in subsection
(¢) (2) of the Renegotiation Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1944, as amended. In eliminating
excessive profits the Secretary shall allow
the contractor or subcontractor credit for
Federal income and excess profits taxes as
provided in Section 3806 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code. The powers hereby conferred
upon the Secretary shall be exercised with
respect to the aggregate of the amounts re-
celved or accrued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon such
other basis as may be mutually agreed upon;
except that this section shall not be appli-
cable in the event that the aggregate of the
amounts so received or accrued is less than
$100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{c) For the purpose of administering this
section the Secretary of Defense shall have
the right to audit the books and records
of any contracter or subcontractor subject to
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this section., In the interest of economy
and the avoidance of duplication of inspec-
tion and audit, the services of the Bureau of
Internal Revenue ghall, upon request of the
Becretary of Defense and with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, be made
available to the extent determined by the
Becretary of the Treasury for the purpose of
making examinations and audits under this
section.

“{d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to any of the contracts or sub-
contracts specified in subsection (i) (1) of
the Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944,
as amended, and the Secretary of Defense in
his discretion may exempt from the pro-
visions of this section any other contract or
subcontract both individually and by general
classes or types.

“{e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive
in accordance with their terms and except
upon a showing of fraud or malfeasance or
willful misrepresentation of a material fact
shall not be annulled, modified, reopened,
or disregarded, except that in the case of
orders determining excessive profits the
amount of the excessive profits, if any, may
be redetermined by the Tax Court of the
United States In the manner prescribed in
subsection (e) (1) of the Renegotiation Act
of February 25, 19044, as amended, except
that such redetermination shall be subject
to review to the extent and in the manner
provided by subchapter B of chapter 5 of
the Internal Revenue Code,

“(f) The Becretary of Defense shall pro-
mulgate and publish in the Federal Register
regulations interpreting and applying this
section and prescribing standards and pro-
cedures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the principles and pro-
cedures of the Renegotiation Act of February
25, 1944, as amended, having regard for the
different economic conditions existing on or
after the effective date of this Act from
those prevailing during the period 1942 to
1945. In any case In which the contract
price of any such contract or subcontract
was based upon estimated costs, then the
Becretary of Defense shall determine the
difference between such estimated costs and
actual costs and shall, in eliminating exces-
sive profits, take into consideration as an
element the extent to which such difference
is the result of the efficiency of the con-
tractor or subcontractor.

“{g) The powers and dutles hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may
be delegated by him to any officer (military
or civilian) or agency of the National Mili-
tary Establishment.

“(h) Any person who willfully fails or
refuses to furnish any information, records,
or data required of him under this section,
or who knowingly furnishes any such infor-
mation, records, or data containing informa-
tion which is false or misleading in any ma-
terial respect, shall, upon conviction thereof,
be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000
or imprisonment for not more than two
years, or both.

“(i) This section may be cited as the
‘Renegotiation Act of 1948"."

JoHN TABER,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,

Frangk B, KEEFE,

CLARENCE CANNON,

JouN H. KERR,

GEORGE MAHON,
Managers on the Part of the House,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. MagON].

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I think it
well to record the fact that the House of
Representatives by the adoption of this
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report, and it will adopt the report, will
have taken the final action in providing
the appropriation for the so-called 70-
group Air Force, which was before this
body some time ago on the original bill.
At that time, there was a roll call on the
so-called T0-group Air Force program,
and I believe there were only three dis~
senting votes against it. I am sure the
Members of the House have not changed
their minds. As one member of the con-
ference committee, I want to say I am
glad the Senate has seen fit to go along
with the program of the House of Repre-
sentatives in this very important matter,
which is designed to insure to some very
considerable extent the security and
safety of our own country. I merely
wanted to make that statement before
the vote is taken on the conference
report.

Mr. Speaker, the modernization and
expansion of our Air Force as provided
in the bill before us is an important step
in the direction of peace and security.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman
recall what the vote in the Senate was
on the T0-group Air Force?

Mr. MAHON. Perhaps our chairman,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBer] may be able to answer the gen-
tleman’s inquiry.

Mr. TABER. The vote was T4 to 2.

Mr. RANKIN. Ithank the gentleman.

Mr., MAHON. That, Mr. Speaker,
shows a very decided preference on the
part of the Representatives of the Amer-
ican people for g first-class Air Force.
This is a very important thing we are
doing today.

Mr, RANKIN. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, I merely
wanted to bring out the fact that it was
just about as unanimous a vote as that
by which any measure could be passed
through both Houses of Congress.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re- |
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 10: On page 6,
line 8, insert a new section 3, as follows:

“Sec, 8. (a) All contracts in excess of
$10,000 entered Into under the authority
of this act, obligating funds appropriated
hereby, -obligating funds consolidated by this
act with funds appropriated hereby, or en=
tered into through contract authorizations
herein granted. and all subcontracts there-
under in excess of $10,00 shall contain the fol-
lowing article:

“ ‘Renegotiation article: This contract 1s
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purcha.se orders
to make or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this contract.’ F

“(b) Whenever in the opinion of the
Becretary of Defense excessive profits are re=-
flected under any contract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to cons=
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of eliminat-
ing excessive profits, He shall endeavor to
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make an agreement with the contractor or
gubcontractor with respect to the amount,
if any, of such excessive profits and to their
elilmination. If no such agreement is reached,
the Secretary shall issue an order determin-
ing the amount, if any, of such excessive
profits and shall eliminate them by any of
the methods set forth in subsection (c) (2)
of the Renegotiation Act of February 25,
1944, as amended. The powers hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary shall be exercised
with respect to the aggregate of the amounts
recelved or acerued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon such
other basis as may be mutually agreed upon;
except that this section shall not be ap-
plicable in the event that the aggregate of
the amounts so received or accrued s less
than $100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{c) For the purpose of administering this
section the Secretary of Defense shall have
the right to audit the books and records of
any contractor or subcontractor subject to
this section. In the interest of economy and
the avoidance of duplication of inspection
and audit, the services of the Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue shall, upon request of the
Secretary of Defense and with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, be made
available to the extent determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury for the purpose of
making examinations and audits under this
section.

“{d) The Secretary of Defense in his dis-
cretion may exempt from the provisions of
this section any such contract or subcontract
both individually and by general classes or
types.

“(e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive in
accordance with their terms and except upon
a showing of fraud or malfeasance or willful
misrepresentation of a material fact shall not
be annulled, modified, reopened, or disre-
garded, except that in the case of orders de-
“termining excessive profits the amount of the
excessive profits, if any, may be redetermined
by the Tax Court of the United States in the
manner prescribed in subsection (e) (1) of
the Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944,
as amended.

“(f) The Becretary of Defense shall pro-
mulgate and publish in the Federal Register
regulations interpreting and applylng this
section and prescribing standards and pro-
cedures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the principles and pro-
cedures of the Renegotiation Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1944, as amended, having regard for
the different economic conditions existing on
or after the effective date of this act from
those prevailing during the period 1942 to
1945. :

“(g) The powers and duties hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may
be delegated by him to any officer (military
or civilian) or agency of the National Mili-
tary Establishment, with or without the
power to make redelegations., .

“(h) Any person who wilfully fails or re-
fuses to furnish any information, records, or
data required of him under this section, or
who knowingly furnishes any such informa-
tion, records, or data containing informa-
tion which is false or misleading in any ma-
terial respect, shall, upon conviction thereof,
be punished by a fine of not more than $10,-
000 or imprisonment for not more than 2
years, or both. :

‘(1) This section may be cited as the ‘Re-
negotiation Act of 1948'.”

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House recede and concur with an
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the ):notion of the gentleman from New
York.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TaBer moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 10, and agree to the
same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by
sald amendment, insert the following:

“Sec. 3. (a) All contracts in excess of $1,000
entered into under the authority of this act,
obligating funds appropriated hereby, obli-
gating funds consolidated by this act with
funds appropriated hereby, or entered into
through contract authorizations herein
granted, and all subcontracts thereunder in
excess of $1,000 shall contain the following
article:

“‘Renegotiation article: This contract is
subject to the Renegotiation Act of 1948 and
the contractor hereby agrees to insert a like
article in all contracts or purchase orders to
make or furnish any article or to perform
all or any part of the work required for the
performance of this contract.’

“(b) Whenever in the opinion of the Sec-
retary of Defense excessive profits are re-
flected under any contract or contracts or
subcontract or subcontracts required to con-
tain the Renegotiation Article prescribed in
subsection (a), the Secretary is authorized
and directed to renegotiate such contracts
and subcontracts for the purpose of eliminat-
ing excessive profits. He shall endeavor to
make an agreement with the contractor or
subcontractor with respect to the amount, if
any, of such excessive profits and to their
elimination. If no such agreement 1is
reached, the Secretary shall issue an order
determining the amount, if any, of such ex-
cessive profits and shall eliminate them by
any of the methods set forth In subsection
(c) (2) of the Renegotiation Act of Feb-
ruary 25, 1944, as amended. In eliminating
excessive profits the Secretary shall allow
the contractor or subcontractor credit for
Federal income and excess profits taxes as
provided in section 3806 of the Internal
Revenue Code. The powers hereby conferred
upon the Becretary shall be exercised with
respect to the aggregate of the amounts re-
ceived or accrued under all such contracts
and subcontracts by the contractor or sub-
contractor during his fiscal year or upon
such other basis as may be mutually agreed
upon; except that this section shall not be
applicable in the event that the aggregate

of the amounts so received or accrued is less

than $100,000 during any fiscal year.

“{e) For the purpose of administering
this section the Secretary of Defense shall
have the right to audit the books and rec-
ords of any contractor or subcontractor sub-
Ject to this section. In the interest of econ-
omy and the avoldance of duplication of in-
spection and audit, the services of the Bur-
eau of Internal Revenue shall, upon request
of the Secretary of Defense and with the ap-
proval of the Secretary pf the Treasury, be
made available to the extent determined by
the Secretary of the Treasury for the pur-
pose of making examinations and audits un-
der this section, )

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to any of the contracts or subcon-
tracts specified in subsection (i) (1) of the
Renegotiation Act of February 25, 1944, as
amended, and the Secretary of Defense in his
discretion may exempt from the provisions
of this section any other contract or subcon-
tract both individually and by general classes
or types.

“(e) Agreements or orders determining ex-
cessive profits shall be final and conclusive
in accordance with their terms and except
upon a showing of fraud or malfeasance or
willful misrepresentation of a material fact
shall not be annulled modified, reopened, or
disregarded, except that in the case of orders
determining excessive profits the amount of
the excessive profits, If any, may be redeter-
mined by the Tax Court of the United States
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in the manner prescribed in subsection (e)
(1) of the Renegotiation Act of February 25,
1844, as amended, except that such redeter-
mination shall be subject to review to the
extent and in the manner provided by sub-
chapter B of chapter 5 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code.

“(f) The Secretary of Defense shall promul-
gate and publish in the Federal Register reg-
ulations interpreting and applying this sec-
tion and prescribing standards and proce-
dures for determining and eliminating ex-
cessive profits hereunder using so far as he
deems practicable the prineiples and proce-
dures of the Renegotiation Act of February
25, 1944, as amended, having regard for the
different economic conditions existing on or
after the effective date of this Act from those
prevailing during the period 1942 to 1945. In
any case in which the contract price of any
such contract or subcontract was based upon
estimated costs, then the Secretary of De-
fense shall determine the difference between
such estimated costs and actual costs and
shall, in eliminating excessive profits, take
into consideration as an element the extent
to which such difference is the result of the
efficiency of the contractor or subcontractor.

“(g) The powers and duties hereby con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Defense may be
delegated by him to any officer (military or
civilian) or agency of the National Military
Establishment.

*(h) Any person who willfully fails or re-
fuses to furnish any information, records, or
data required of him under this section, or
who knowingly furnishes any such informa-
tion, records, or data containing information
which is false or misleading in any material
respect, shall, upon conviction thereof, be
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000
‘c;r :gaprisonment for not more than 2 years, or

oth.

“(1) This section may be cited as the ‘Re-
negotiation Act of 1948,'"

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. TABER].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum
is not present.

Mr, HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 58]

Andersen, Durham Kirwan

H. Carl Ellis Kunkel
Andresen, Elsaesser Lane

August H, Engle, Calif, Larcade
Andrews, N, Y. Fuller Lemke
Barden Gallagher Lewis, Ky.
Barrett Granger Lave
Battle Gregory Ludlow
Beall Hart Lusk
Bell Hartley Lyle
Boykin Hébert McCormack
Buchanan Hedrick MeCulloch
Buckley Heffernan Meade, Ky.
Buffett Hendricks Meade, Md.
Butler Hobbs Miller, Calif.
Case, 8. Dak. Holifleld Mitchell
Chelf olmes Morgan
Clark Jackson, Calif. Multer
Clippinger Jarman Mundt
Cole, N. Y. Jenkins, Pa, Nodar
Crosser Johnson, Okla, Norton
Dawson, Ill. Johnson, Tex, O'Toole
Deane Jones, N. C. Patterson
Dirksen Jones, Wash. Pfeifer
Dorn Kearney Philbin
Doughton Kee Plumley
Douglas Keogh Poulson




Powell Sheppard Thomas, N. J.
Rivers Welch
Rogers, Mass, Smith, Wis. West
Rohrbough Snyder Whitaker
Rooney Btigler Williams
Russell Stratton ‘Wilson, Ind.
Scott, Hardle Teague

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 327
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum. ]

. By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 10 minutes on the conference report
which was just adopted.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I hesitate
very much to object, we did have the
conference report up for consideration.
It was disposed of. We have the pending
appropriation bill and ‘hope to dispose
of it today, as well as disposing of the
so-called Bulwinkle bill, which will fol-
low. We have a full program for the
week. Of course, if the gentleman in-
sists, I will not object.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I might
say that it has always been customary
to inform the ranking minority Member
when a conference report is to be called
up. I was not informed of if.

Mr. TABER. The gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CanNoN] knew last night
that it was going to be called up the
first thing this morning, and the clerk
of the committee called his office in the
meantime.

Mr, CANNON. I had no word last
night and I was in committee with the
gentleman all morning and he said
nothing about it.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, CANNON]?

There was no dbjection.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
JACKcoN] may extend his remarks in the
REecorp and includé an article on the
gentleman from Oregon, WALTER NOR-
BLAD, from the Reserve Officers Journal;
and I also ask unanimous consent that
I may extend my remarks and include
several excerpts from letters and articles
in my possession.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr, MANSFIELD]?

There was no objection.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR NATIONAL
DEFENSE

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the
adoption of the conference report this
-morning, insuring the enactment of the
bill providing for a 70-group air program,
will rank in history with one of the deci-
sive events of the Second World War.

We have grown to believe, here in
America, that we are the greatest, the
most advanced, the most progressive, and
the most highly civilized Nation in the
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world, and that because of our preemi-
nence in culture, science, and industry,
no retarded nation like Russia can
menace our peace and security.

History is replete with accounts of the
destruction of great civilizations by bar-
barian nations. Following the Roman
conquest and Christianization of Britain,
there flowered in England, in the fourth
and fifth centuries, a civilization found
elsewhere only on the shores of the Medi-
terranean and unsurpassed in the Brit-
ish Isles in the next 500 years, We are
still uncovering in archeologic sites in
the vicinity of London remains of tem-
ples and villas with tasselated pavements
equaled nowhere save in Rome itself.
Yet when the Saxons landed they swept
through England, ravaging, burning, and
murdering in an orgy of extermination
so thorough as to leave no trace of Latin
or Celtic speech, law, or religion. Bar-
barians so primitive that they would
burn a Roman villa and stretch their
skin tents for shelter beside the ruins,
had extinguished a civilization which
would have saved the British race cen-
turies of groping in their upward strug-
gle to achieve even medieval economy.

Again, in the thirteenth century when
Chinese civilization was centuries old—
and, according to Macaulay, cultured
Chinese philsophers drank tea from teak-
wood fables while our contemporary Eng-
lish ancestors were wearing skins and liv-
ing in caves, Genghis Khan with his
nomadic horsemen, only one degree re-
moved from stark savagery, destroyed
every major city and left the land a de-
populated desert whose rivers flowed with
blood to the sea.

I am certain no one has ever stcod on
the Acropolis and viewed the magnificent
ruins of Periclean Athens without expe-
riencing a poignant grief at the thought
of the beauty and artistic splendor so
ruthlessly obliterated by the barbarian
hordes who extinguished not only the
light of a great civilization but a race and
a nation as well.

Pericles and his age developed an art
which is unequaled even today. They
founded a democratic government which
through many intermediate steps is the
progenitor of our own form of govern-
ment. But they overlooked one essential,
They did not develop simultanecusly a
means of defending either civilization or
government.

If along with their matchless statuary
and architecture they had instituted re-
search which would have given them one
single plane or tank or machine gun, or
comparable weapon of defense, they
could have held at bay all the savage
forces of the avalanche that over-
whelmed them.

Let us take a lesson from the past. It
is a lesson often repeated and bitterly
emphasized. Our cities pyramided by
skyscrapers and filled with the wealth of
the world are no defense against preda-
tory marauders armed with the latest
scientific weapons. Our marts and labo-
ratories and libraries and blazing fur-
naces mean nothing in a battle of ex-
termination unless we utilize them in the
creation of effective agencies of defense.

Let us not be lulled to sleep by the
thought that our wealth and preemi-
nence in industry render us invineible,
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There are hungry plotters upon the globe
that, do not sleep.

Today Russia has 170 divisions armed,
trained, and ready to move at 6 o’clock
in the morning. Her satellites have 95
additional divisions ready for immediate
service. There are a total of 265 divi-
sions.

How many do we have to meet them?
We have nine. And we are told that at
any time, with or without notice, Russia
can within 30 days sweep the Continent.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. OWENS. From whence does the
gentleman get the figures about Soviet
strength?

Mr., CANNON. The figures are au-
thenticated from the highest sources.
The War Department advises me this
morning that we have nine divisions.
They placed no restriction on the infor-
mation, so I may add that they say the
nine divisions can be expanded on short
notice. So can the Russian divisions he
expanded.

Gen. Omar N. Bradley, Army Chief of
Staff, testified before the House Armed
Services Committee, on April 14, that
Russia has a standing army of 170 divi-
sions plus 95 satellite divisions—and in
60 days can expand them to. 300 divisions
plus 100 satellite divisions. That is 400
divisions to our 9. Why should Russia
wait if we permit our air power to dete-
riorate?

If war should be precipitated the first
test would come in the air. It would be
a battle for control of the skies. Ger-
many was through when we took over the
air. And we will be through when any
enemy secures control of the air above us.

No matter how many atomic bombs
we have—we may have atomic bombs
stored away by the thousands—but un-
less we can deliver those bombs to the
target in the heart of the enemies’ coun-
try—thousands of miles away—punctu-
ated by unseen antiaircraft guns and
patrolled by jet propulsion planes—they
serve only to give us a false sense of
security which will be dispelled only
when clouds of enemy planes begin to
blot out sky and earth and American
civilization.

The airplane is the supreme weapon.
It is the controlling, dominating, and
decisive weapon of any war. And in
adopting this conference report today
we are making belated provision for a
storm which within the range of possi-
bility may break at any minute.

We had 90,000 planes at the peak of
our air strength at the culmination of
the war. Not one of those planes would
be able to stay aloft against modern
enemy planes which will be in the air
by the close of this calendar year. A jet
propelled plane can run rings around the
fastest plane we had at the close of the
war.

Even with the enlarged program ini-
tiated by the pending bill we will not be
able to deliver a thousand jet propelled
planes before 1951. And Russia is al-
ready building a thousand planes a
month.

Mr. EERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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‘Mr. CANNON. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin,

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I wish
to commend the gentleman for his rec-
ognition of the fact that the airplane is
the real potent weapon of defense these
days and for his commendation of the
adoption of this conference report.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON, I yield to the gentle-
man from California, who rendered dis-
tinguished service in the war Navy, and
whose beaches would be among the first
objectives in a hostile air raid.

Mr. BRADLEY. Does the gentle-
man's enthusiasm go so far that he
would advocate doing away with the
Army and the Navy?

Mr. CANNON. I regret to say I have
no enthusiasm on the subject. Quite
the contrary. It is not a situation
.which engenders enthusiasm.

As has been said, our armed forces are
like a three-legged stool, Army, Navy, and
Air, and would not be serviceable with-
out any one of the three legs.

But adequate air power is indispen-
sable. Even the Navy, in which the
gentleman from California served with
such distinction, would be sadly ineffec-

will

tive in modern warfare without auxiliary.

planes.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, when
Russia occupied Germany the German
engineers had just designed an improved
submarine which could stay under water
indefinitely, recharging its batteries un-
der the surface, and with a cruising
range which would permit it to stay out
for months at a time. Russia took over
the shipyards, shipwrights, and all per-
sonnel and equipment, and ever since has
been steadily turning out submarines at
top capacity. The old-type submarines
gave us plenty of trouble during the war.
They completely closed Atlantic sea lanes
to tankers and produced a serious oil
shortage along the eastern seaboard.
We can imagine what the more and im-
proved subsurface craft would do in an-
other war. Of course, that would be a
task for the gentleman’s branch of the
service, and as it is no longer necessary
for the submarine to surface periodically,
the technique is for airplanes to spot sub-
merged submarines from the sky.

So, in the last analysis, the airplane is
the supreme war weapon. And in adopt-
ing this report with a program for en-
larged air power we are taking timely
precaution to meet a situation the seri-
ousness of which cannot be too strongly
emphasized.

And may I say, Mr. Speaker, that the
action of the Congress in adopting this
policy and passing this bill has not gone
unnoticed. Already it is having an effect
on intermational relations, as is evi-
denced by the sudden: reversal of diplo-
matic policy by Russia and the surpris-
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ing suggestion for a conference with a
view to peace.

It remains to be seen just how sincere
the proposal is. Judging by past experi-
ences, it is merely a delaying maneuver.
But the chances are that it would never
have been proposed but for the change
in air policy implemented by this bill.

S0, in passing a bill ostensibly to create
an agency of war, let us hope that we are
actually passing a bill which will demon-
strate to hostile nations the hopelessness
of any dream of subjugating America—
and that we are passing, to that extent,
a bill to contribute to the establishment
of early and enduring peace.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the

Appendix of the Recorp and include a.

speech he made.

GOVERNMENT CORFORATIONS AFFRO-
FRIATION BILL, 1949

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6481) mak-
ing appropriations for Government cor-
porations and independent executive
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1949, and for other purposes. _

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 6481,
with Mr. Grant of Indiana in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933, as amended (16 U. 8. C., ch. 124),
including purchase (not to exceed one, for
replacement only) and hire, maintenance,
repair, and operation of aircraft; the pur-
chase (not to exceed 270, of which 220 shall
be for replacement only) and hire of passen-
ger motor vehicles, $27,389,061, to remain
avallable until expended, and to be available
for the payment of obligations chargeable
against prior appropriations, together with
the unobligated balance of funds heretofore
appropriated, of which not to exceed $21,-
689,000 shall be available for capital expendi-
tures, including construction of dams, addi-
tions, and betterments to completed multi-
ple-use facilities, investigations for future
projects, chemical facilities, and facilities
and equipment for general use.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GoRE:

On page 2, line 9, strike out "$27,388,061"
and insert “$31,389,061.”

Line 13, strike out “$21,689,000" and insert
*$25,689,000."

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

. The CHAIRMAN. Is there. objection
to the request of the gentleman from:
Tennessee?

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right:to: object, we would like to:
get an agreement at this moment, not
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regarding the over-all time for debate on
this amendment, but giving the author
of the amendment his 10 minutes and
that a Member on this side be permitted
tohave 10 minutes, everybody else speak- -
ing on the amendment to restrict them-
selves to 5 minutes. We suggest that
because of the fact the business of the
day is heavy and we want to expedite

“this matter as much as possible.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, the unanimous
consent request should, of course, include
a request that this time not be taken out
of the time of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Gorgl. .

Mr, PLOESER. It cannot, because the
gentleman has not been recognized.

Mr. MAHON. I think it would be well
to have 10 minutes on this side and 10
minutes on the gentleman’s side on this
amendment, and when the unanimous
consent request is granted, then it will be
in order to request further time.

Mr. PLOESER. May I ask the Chair
if it is possible to get unanimous con-
sent agreement on that?

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, if the gentleman
wishes to take that position, all that is
required is to make the statement that
beyond the two 10-minute periods he will
object to further requests.

Mr. PLOESER. I would prefer not to
be put in the position of a perpetual ob-
jector. I would rather have the agree-
ment of the Committee on that, If the
gentleman will yield to me to make a
unanimous consent request at this time,
then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the author of the amend-
ment be permitted to speak for 10 min-
utes and that one Member on this side
be permitted to speak for 10 minutes, and
all other Members speaking on this
amendment be restricted to 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman and gen-
tlemen of the Committee, the amend-
ment which I have offered is for the pur-
pose of restoring to tne bill an amount
of $4,000,000, which was stricken out
by the committee, for the purpose of be-
ginning the construction of a steam gen-
erating plant by the Tennessee Valley
Authority at New Johnsonville, Tenn.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. COUDERT. The gentleman uses
a term that I think is misleading, name-
ly “restoring.” Does the gentleman re-
fer to the fact that TVA asked for the
fund, because the committee struck
nothing out of the bill?

Mr. GORE. I mean that TVA re-
quested and the Budget recommended
the item. It is to restore to the bill the
item as contained in the budget which
was stricken out by the committee.

I would. like to take this brief time
to talk primarily to the Members of the
majority party who represent in part,

.as we'do on the-minority; the people who-
own this largest: integrated: utility-

tem in the world. Now, whether you or-

sys-.-
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I or other people think that the Gov-
ernment should own an electric utility
system or not, is a moot question. It is
an established fact. It seems to me
that the fundamental question then
must be whether we, as representatives
of the owners of this utility, should oper-
ate it in a businesslike manner, in an
efficient manner.

Throughout the country there is one
phrase that has a familiar sound, as I
said yesterday, and that is power short-
age. No major commodity has seen the
increase in demand which has been the
experience of electric energy. Since 1920
the use of electricity has doubled about
three times. Just since 1941 we have had
a phenomenal increase. In 1941 the
country used 164,000,000,000 Kkilowatt-
hours. By 1947 that had jumped to
255,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours. The ex-
perience thus far in 1948 indicates that
the country will use more than 280,000,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity this
year,

Throughout the country generating
facilities are being put to sore tests to
meet demand. The great private utility
industry, with $15,000,000,000 invested in
their plants, have plans to increase their
capacity by $5,000,000,000 within the next
5 years. Other public-power agencies
likewise have plans. So does the TVA.

Our experience in power use in TVA
has been similar to that in the remainder
of the counfry, except the increase has
been more phenomenal,

To deny this utility, which serves an
area of 80,000 square miles, in which
more than 5,000,000 people live, and
which is the sole supplier of electricity in
that area, the increased capacity whicn
it must have to meet the demands is to
deny the public service concept of a util-
ity that is accepted in each of our 48
States, and that is accepted in fact by
the Federal Government through agen-
cies created in part for the purpose of
seeing to it that utilities, whether elec~
tric, whether communication, whether
transportation, adequately serve their
service areas.

The TVA now comes forward with a
recommendation to build a steam gen-
erating plant to firm up the hydro. What
do we mean by that? It is nothing new
in a hydro system. Throughout the
country steam plants are used to firm up
the valleys, the dry seasons of hydro sys-
tems. In the beginning of TVA the ratio
between steam and hydro in the Ten-
nessee Valley was about 30 percent steam
and 70 percent hydro. As hydro gener-
ators were added the ratio went down,
until in 1939 Congress appropriated
funds to build a large steam generating
plant at Watts Bar. That raised the
ratio of steam again. Since then addi-
tional hydros have been added until the
ratio now is about 84 hydro to 16 steam.,
That is a wholly uneconomic relation-
ship, because it allows a very large block
of secondary or dump power. That is a
product that must sell at cut-rate prices.
It is not salable to or usable by munici-
palities and the REA’s. They are inter-
ested only in the power that is there any
time and all the time.

What are the objections? The first
objection raised here is one of legality.

o
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The private utility industry has no fur-
ther investment in the Tennessee Valley,
Why they should be bothering us I do
not know. Yet having lost all of their
legal battles in all of the courts, they
come to the Congress shouting illegality
and unconstitutionality.

As a matter of fact, I think the TVA
Act itself clearly authorizes steam plants.
Let me read you just one line of section
4, It says that the TVA shall have power
to acquire or construct “powerhouses,
power structures, transmission lines,”
and so forth. In other places in the act
the specific words *“steam plant” are
spelled out.

Of course, powerhouses and other
power structures cannot be interpreted as
excluding steam generating facilities.
Indeed, a steam-producing plant is a
powerhouse. So this business of illegal-
ity seems to me to be coming rather late,
Congress has heretofore provided steam
plants, and the question was not raised.
In fact, TVA operates five steam plants
now.

In order to firm up the power which
is the property of the people whom you
and I represent and make it worth more,
additional generating capacity from
steam is needed. Furthermore, it Is
needed in this area.

You know, it seems to me rather iron-
ical that this move to put a ceiling on
the productive potential in this great
valley of America should come within the
same hour that the House of Representa-
tives has given final approval to the 70-
group Air Force program. Do you know
where you are going to get the aluminum
in 1951, 1952, and 1953? Do you know
that the TVA at one time furnished the
power that was used to make 51 percent
of the aluminum which went into our
war planes? It takes longer to build a
generating facility than it does to build
an airplane factory. The real bottleneck
in airplane production is the power to
produce aluminum.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. PLOESER. I think the gentleman
should recall that in the closing days of
the war, we had some surplus of alumi-
num. The gentleman will also recall
unto himself, at least, that the power
facilities which produced the power to
produce the aluminum which the gentle-
man is talking about are still in the val-
ley and have not left.

Mr. GORE. I recognize fully the truth
of the gentleman’s statement, but there
are other factors that must be recog-
nized. One is the increased demand of
homes, stores, factories, and farmers for
electricity. Even now the capacity to

produce power is being sorely put to the

test to meet the demand. What would
happen if another emergency should
again make it necessary for us to build
50,000 planes a year? Brown-outs and
black-outs would be our fate.

I do hope the Committee will recognize
that this utility is the sole supplier of
power for 5,000,000 of our fellow citizens.
It has the obligation of the utility to
serve the area and I hope you will let it
do an efficient, businesslike job,
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Then, much has been said of prefer-
ence customers. Let it not be forgotten
that the Federal Government and its
agencies as well as local governments and
cooperatives are preference customers,
Taken together, these so-called prefer-
ence customers use in the neighborhood
of two-thirds of the generated energy.

Without additional generating capac-
ity, even though direct industrial cus-
tomers are denied energy, we face an
acute power shortage.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have read the debate
and the remarks of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel which he pre-
sented yesterday afternoon and have had
a chance to look over the committee re-
port, to study some of the testimony on
this proposition of spending $84,000,000
for an auxiliary steam plant in the Ten-
nessee Valley. If we accept the argu-
ment that people are there now and that
people are going there, together with
the argument that the Federal Govern-
ment should finance an extension of this
plant on 2-percent money, and that the
people in my district who buy bonds and
pay taxes, for instance, should buy elec-
tricity from private industry which pays+
around 6 percent for the money that they
use in building the plants that serve the
Ppeople in my district, both home owners
and industrial users—I say that if we
accept that type of philosophy, perhaps
the day will come when every commu-
nity in the United States will feel that
the Federal Government should come in
and furnish this power and these kilo-
watts in their homes and factories. It
seems to me that we have now come
down to the real issue on the Tennessee
Valley Authority. It started out as a
flood-control proposition, as a matter
that would take care of navigation and
floods. Communities have been built
and industries have been established.
‘When I say “industries,” I mean big in-
dustries; so-called multi-million-dollar
corporations; big industries, Why
should they not flock to a community
where the Government furnishes such
facilities?

‘We are now being requested to step out
of the field of navigation and flood con-
trol into the field of supplying a super
public utility, financed by Government
funds on a 2 percent interest basis, to
meet the requirements of growing indus-
try and growing population.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
CovuperT] yesterday presented some ar-
guments. I think his presentation was
brilliant from a legal standpoint. He
went back into the opinions and deci-
sions of the courts, back into the organic
act and the fundamental approach to
this whole proposition.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I would like, in that con-
nection, to point out that all of the cita-
tions given by the able and distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. Cou-
DERT] were statements made and opin-
ions rendered before the act of 1939, by
which this Congress approved, author-
ized, and made an appropriation for the
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TVA to purchase all of the utility oper-
ating concerns in that area, and there-
by, with the approval of Congress, be-
come the sole supplier of electricity in
‘that region.

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, will
‘the gentleman yield?

° Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. COUDERT. Let me say to the
gentleman that with respect to the judi-
cial colloquies, yes; but if the gentleman
will examine the report he will see from
the statement of the Senate committee,
which reported out the Commonwealth
& Southern bond authorization, that
it thought primarily of the preferential
customers in the valley, and did not
agree that it was establishing an un-
limited utility.

Mr. CRAWFORD. “When this was
before us in 1939, I do not recall that a
bill of goods was sold to Congress and to
the country to the effect that if the
money was furnished to purchase the
private utilities within a certain area,
in due course this Government utility
would come here and ask us to provide
$84,000,000 with which to build an ex-
pansion of this plant in the form of
steam kilowatt production so as to start
out on the idea that the Federal Govern-
“ment was going to furnish all of the kilo-
watt-hours required by that territory,
irrespective of how big it might grow,
both from the standpoint of population
and industrial needs,

I think this amendment Should be
voted down. The $4,000,000 has never
been in this bill. It is the initial start on
an $84,000,000 job, and I am opposed
to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw-
FORD] has expired.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment, and I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

X Y of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I am heartily supporting the
amendment which would provide an in-
creased appropriation of $4,000,000 for
TVA for the purpose of commencing con-
struction of a steam plant by the TVA
at New Johnsonville, Tenn., in the mid-
western area of the TVA power system.

The plant would have three generating
units, each capable of producing 125,000
kilowatts of power. The power from
the steam plant, together with the ca-
pacity of new hydro units to be installed,
is absolutely essential and necessary to
meet the rising demand for electricity
in the TVA area resulting from the gen-
eral economic growth of the region and
the heavy increase in the use of elec-
tricity by residential, farm, commercial,
and industrial customers.

When the TVA was established by
Congress in 1933, the Tennessee Valley
was one of the low-income areas of the
Nation although it was richly endowed
with natural resources. The per capita
income was only 40 percent of the na-
tional average in 1933 and by 1945 it
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had risen to 58 percent of the national
average.

The TVA Act expressly provides that
the TVA Board is authorized to furnish
and operate facilities for the generation
of electric energy in order to avoid the
waste of water power and to transmit
and market such power. TVA belongs
to the Federal Government and the TVA
will pay back into the Federal Govern-
ment under an amortization plan over a
period of 40 years the entire cost of the
construction of the steam plant.

In 1933 when the TVA began, only one
farm in 28 in the Tennessee Valley had
electric service. Today one out of every
two farms there has electricity. In 1933
all of the farms in the area used a total of
only 10,000,000 kilowatt-hours a year;
last year some 300,000,000 kilowatt-hours
were used on farms. From 1945 to 1947
the annual use of electricity by resi-
dential users there increased about 60
percent or from 900,000,000 kilowatt-
hours to about 1,500,000,000 kilowatt-
hours. In the next 5 years the use of

electricity in the homes and on the farms _

of Tennessee Valley is expected to double,

Today there are 140 municipalities and
cooperatives that are buying and dis-
tributing TVA power in the valley. TVA
is the sole supplier of electricity for the
entire region. It is the generating com-
pany, the transmitting company, and the
wholesaler of electricity for the area.
The commercial and industrial load of
these municipalities and cooperatives is
growing rapidly. Small private enter-
prises are increasing, such as retail stores,
filling stations, beauty shops, restau-
rants, hotels, tourist camps, and manu-
facturing plants. From 1945 to 1947
20,000 such small business enterprises
were established in the valley and the
increase in the use of electricity for the
period was 60 percent. In addition, dur-
ing the past 6 years, 1,500 new establish-
ments such as canneries, milk processing
plants, cheese plants, quick-freezing
plants, furniture and other woodworking
factories, cold-storage plants, and food
processing plants were located in the
Tennessee Valley.

The Tennessee Valley covers portions
of seven States, has an area of 80,000
square miles and a population of over
5,000,000. The TVA is now serving 800,~
000 consumers and expects to add 100,000
farm consumers within the next 2 or 3
years.

The public distributors of TVA power
expect to use over 8,000,000,000 kilowatt-
hours in 1952 or 65 percent more than
they used in 1947, Last year the 140
municipalities and cooperatives who dis-
tributed TVA power spent $23,000,000 for
transformers, new lines, and other dis-
tribution facilities.

Private power companies are vigorously
opposing this appropriation for the steam
plant. Their many representatives in
Washington have been unusually busy
spreading propaganda against the appro-
priation. They are using their fight
against the building of this steam plant
as a smoke screen to cover up their vicious
and unwarranted assaults and attacks
upon the entire TVA program.
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- The high-powered representatives of
the private power companies in Wash-
ington, Mr. P. L. Smith, president of the
National Association of Electric Com-
panies, who is reputed to draw a salary
of $65,000 per annum for his services, and
their general counsel, Mr. Raymond T.
Jackson, of Cleveland, Ohio, appeared
before the subcommittee of the House
Appropriations Committee which consid-
ered the TVA appropriation and vigor-
ously opposed any appropriation for the
building of the steam plant,

While the private power lobby claims it
is only opposing the construction of the
steam plant, the truth of the matter is
that the private power companies are
eager and determined to cripple, ham-
per, and obstruct the entire TVA power
program, if they cannot destroy it en-
tirely or take it over for themselves.

There is not a single private power
company doing business in the Tennessee
Valley. They do not have one penny in-
vested there and residential, rural, com-
mercial, and industrial users of electrie-
ity in the valley must depend entirely
on the TVA for their power. The private
power companies are waging a campaign
to absolutely stop all further development
of TVA. They are determined that the
capacity of TVA for generating electric-
ity shall not be expanded. They are
endeavoring to put a ceiling on power
supply in the TVA region. They do not
and cannot contend that the power to be
generated from the proposed steam plant
is not needed for the future use of the
140 municipalities and cooperatives in
serving residences, farms, small business
enterprises, small factories, and larger
industries.

They do not and cannot claim that
they will be injured in any way if the
steam plant is built since they have no
competitive investment in the TVA area.
The increasing demands of the Tennes-
see Valley for additional electricity can
only be met by TVA.

The proposed steam plant will help
to balance the hydro capacity of the
TVA. The private functions of steam
plants is to provide a portion of the
power requirements during dry years.
Steam plants are needed to “firm up”
hydro power during extended dry peri-
ods. The more hydro power is developed,
then the greater the need is for increase
in the quantity of steam power for use
in dry periods. TVA already has five
steam plants in operation and in 1940
Congress appropriated the money to
TVA for the construction of a steam
plant at Watts Bar. However, in 1936
the proportion of generating capacity of
steam plants to hydro plants of TVA was
nearly one-third. Today is is well be-
low 20 percent. 1If the new steam plant
at New Johnsonville is built, then the
proportion will only be a little above 20
percent. The desirable ratio between
hydro and steam is about 75 to 25.

All over the United States power de-
mand is pressing hard upon supply. The
Federal Power Commission says that the
entire Nation today is short of power.
The private power companies recently
announced that they would spend $5,-
000,000,000 in an expansion program.
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I wish to say frankly that the private
power companies in opposing this steam
plant are “fouling their own nest.” They
are making a great mistake and their
despicable tactics in this campaign
against the project will react against
them in the future. Their short-sighted-
ness, their greed, their selfishness and
their conduect in this fight against the
further expansion of the TVA will not
enure to their benefit.

The private power lobby is spreading
all kinds of false, insidious propaganda
in an efiort to defeat the appropriation
for the steam plant. They are saying,
without foundation, that the TVA is
planning to enlarge its territory or area
to serve new customers. They are ap-
pealing to sectional prejudice by claim-
ing that the TVA is trying to lure in-
dustries away from other sections of the
Nation to the Tennessee Valley. Officials
of the TVA have expressly stated that it
has no intention of expanding its ter-
ritory and that the additional power
generated by the proposed steam plant
will be distributed entirely to the 140
municipalities and cooperatives now be-
ing served by them.

The private power companies would
fix a ceiling on the progress and pros-
perity of the people of the Tennessee Val-
ley and would prevent further improve-
ment and development of the TVA region
by stopping the further generating ca-
pacity to produce additional power. It
certainly is not up to private companies
to determine what are to be the limits
on available power, This is a question
to be determined by Congress.

Surely Congress is not going to do
anything that will impede or interfere
with the progress and development of the
TVA region. This area is doing every-
thing possible to enjoy economic growth
with a well-balanced program cof hoth
agriculture and industry. The new per
capita income of their people is far below
the national average. However, these
people have made a magnificent recovery
since the days of reconstruction after
the War Between the States. At that
time the people of the Tennessee Valley
were prostrate, poverty-stricken, and
with little hope for the future, although
they were still proud, resolute, and de-
termined to overcome their plight. They
made a long, hard fight to rehibilitate
themselves and through grit, persever-
ance, and industrious habits they have
established prosperity and progress.
They have had no ERP or other relief
or rehabilitation program to assist them.

It is certainly strange that the private
power companies would now be striving
to stop the economic development of the
TVA territory just because TVA has been
such a great success.

A reduction in power capacity of TVA
below the demands of normal load growth
would be a great blow to the future de-
velopment of the Tennessee Valley and
would bring stagnation as electricity is
the lifeblood of economic development.
Surely Congress will not penalize the
TVA region in any such manner. This
is not a sectional or partisan question.
All sections of our great Nation are de-
pendent upon the other sections. Pros-

XCIv—-363

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

perity in one section contributes to the
prosperity of ofher sections. Every part
of our country is interested in the prog-
ress and economic development of all
other parts of the United States.

. Economic growth in the Tennessee
Valley not only rests upon a stronger,
diversified agricultural program but also
upon a sound industrial development.
TVA is the greatest blessing and assef,
that the Tennessee Valley has enjoyed
since reconstruction days and its pro-
gram of expansion must not be stopped.

In my opinion there soon will be a
serious shortage of power throughout the
Nation. This is certainly not the time
to stop construction of any hydro or
steam plant anywhere in the United
States. This would be bad enough in
normal times but with unsettled world
conditions as they are and with our
country starting a vast preparedness
program in order to be prepared for any
emergency it would be terrible and dan-
gerous to our national security to curb
power preduction. During World War I
TVA furnished. about three-fourths of
its power output to wartime production.
It furnished power to the atomic bomb
plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn., to the Wolf
Creek ordnance plant, the Huntsville,
Ala., arsenal, and to various military in-
stallations such as Camp Campbell, Ky.,
and the Smyrna, Tenn., air base. It
produced 60 percent of the total supply of
military phosphorous and at one period
during the war furnished the power for
the manufacture of 51 percent of all
aluminum going into war planes. Both
the Aluminum Co. of America and the
Reynolds Metals Co. have large plants
in Tennessee Valley which are furnished
with TVA power. If we are forced into
another war, then there will be greatly
increased demands for electricity for
war requirements over the demands of
World War II. TVA will not be in a posi-
tion to furnish all the power needed for
war production unless it can expand the
capacity of both hydro and steam plants.
The TVA Act recognizes the authority of
the TVA to build steam .plants, and I
hope the membership of the House will
approve the pending amendment.

The act establishing the TVA in 1933
expressly stated that it was being created
in the interest of national defense and
for agriculture and industrial develop-
ment, as well as for the improvement of
navigation in the Tennessee River and
for conirolling destructive flood waters
in the Tennessee River and Mississippi
River basins. It also provides for the
maximum generation of electric power
consistent with flood control and navi-
gation.

The people are rapidly becoming fa-
miliar with the subtle methods and de-
ceitful propaganda of the power lobbyists
in their irresponsible attacks upon TVA.
They know that the private power trust
has bitterly opposed the progress of TVA
since its inception and that since 1946
they have been conducting a campaign
to stop any further expansion of TVA
electric power. It seems impossible to
reform the Power Trust. They will learn
nothing from experience.
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. Our water resources belong to the peo-
ple and must be developed for the benefit
of all the people; they must not be con-
trolled and exploited by private power
companies. The people of the Tennhessee
Valley, who really know what TVA has
meant to the development of the valley,
laugh at the ridiculous claims and false
charges of the power lobbyists against
the progress of TVA. They fully appre-
ciate what a marvelous job TVA has done
in providing power at low cost, in con-
trolling floods, and in improving naviga-
tion of the Tennessee River. They see
their soil conserved and enriched by the
proper use of concentrated phosphates
and their forests and woodlands pro-
tected and developed.

The TVA has contributed more to the
economic development of the Tennessee
Valley than any other factor. I only
wish all of the people in all sections of
the United States knew the true story
of TVA and its wonderful accomplish-
ments. It was TVA’'s ability to supply
adequate power that caused the location
of the great atomic bomb plant at Oak
Ridge, Tenn. Today power is being sup-
plied to the people of the Tennessee Val-
ley at a saving of more than $11,000,000
a year. Residential consumers are using
50 percent more electricity than the
average residential consumer in the
United States and are paying 20 percent
less money for it.

The story of TVA is a story of eco-
nomic development, agricultural diversi-
fication, soil and forest conservation, and
industrial and commercial development
of which everyone should be proud. Of
course, the private power trust wants to
suppress or distort the true story of the
success of TVA.

The unfair campaign of the power lob-
byists against TVA is not in the public
interest and they will never destroy TVA.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, Tennessee is a long way from
California, but, in my humble opinion,
wrapped up in this little emendment is
the kernel of a very large question. This
question is alive in California, in Colo-
rado, in Montana, in Oregon, in Wash-
ington, and in all the reclamation States.
I want to associate myself with those
who believe that when the United States
Government enters into an activity like
the TVA it will go all the way to make _
that activity a success, we will give them
the power and the money so that the
work we have instructed them to do can
be carried out.

In this situation the question may be
asked: Why is this steam plant required?
We have harnessed the waters of this
great river, In order to get the most ef-
fective use out of a hydro development
you have to have steam by-plants. Every
private utility has them, all of the public.
utilities have them, that are owned in
the various States by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and the like. As I have lis-
tened to the debate and read the record
in this case, the problem resolves itself
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down to this: Do we wish to get the max-
imum amount of energy out of that
river—Tennessee—that it can give us if
we have the proper facilities to join with
the hydroelectric plants? That is all it
is sought to do by this steam plant.

We have the same identical problem
in the Central Valley of California and
as is the case here we have developed it
and now that it looks as if it is going to
be a success, the private utility wants to
come in, take over and skim the cream
off the facility that the United States is
trying to develop. That is why I would
like to see the House give TVA $4,000,000
to build their steam plant, to supplement
the hydro developed by it. That would
raise the hydro development to its great-
est efficiency and usefulness.

The demand for electricity is mount-
ing every week all over the Nation.
Since we have resurrected this old war
plant, since we have built it and made a
success of it, since it has attracted in-
dustry and immigration to that part of
the country, I hope we can give them
this additional money in order to make
better use of the hydro facilities on the
Tennessee and the other rivers in that
area,

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. PLOESER. Of course, the gentle-
man does not believe that the Tennessee
Valley Authority Act authorizes any-
thing for any part of California or any
of the water districts, does he? There
is no confusion about that.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Iunder-
stand that thoroughly, but, in my opin-
ion, the principle involved in both cases
is identical.

Mr. PLOESER. The principle in-
volved is there is no authorization in the
Tennessee Valley Act for the building of
steam plants. The gentleman would not
want to appropriate money for some-
thing that is not authorized by the Con-
gress. He would not request that in the
case of the Central Valley of California,
would he?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Cer-
tainly not; but, in my opinion, after read-
ing the committee’s report, the authority
is in that act, sections 4 and 10, and I
cannof find anything in the judicial opin-
ion cited by the gentleman’s colleague
from New York which shows that the
court has any idea that what is proposed
by this amendment is not permissible
under the act and under the judicial
decisions. Furthermore, in the decision
cited only six judges participated.

Mr. PLOESER. I hope the gentle-
man has read the statements of Mr. Lili-
enthal before congressional committees.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Iamnot
bound by the statements of Mr. Lilien-
thal. Ihave had considerable experience
in statutory interpretation cases before
the courts in my jurisdiction and I be-

“lieve there is implied power in the act as
it now stands to carry out this identical
proposition that is comprehended by the
pending amendment, The principle of

I yield
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whether we shall support a public project
and make it effective and useful is the
consideration involved in this amend-
ment. It applies to the West, it applies
to the Northwest, it applies to other
places. I remember when Hiram John-
son and Phil Swing battled for 10 years
to get the Colorado River Dam built,
They came out to California and ex-
plained to us that the opposition was that
$17,000,000,000 invested in public utilities
was not going to tolerate the construction
of that project, but, the project was built
and has been a tremendous success.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr., RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent tliat the gentleman’s
time may be extended 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, there has
been a unanimous-consent agreement
that there will be no extensions of time.

Mr. RANKIN. That was not the
agreement. The agreement was that
there should be 10 minutes for one Mem-
ber on the Democratic side and 10 min-
utes for one Member on the Republican
side. There has only been one on the
Democratic side. Now you have here one
of the leading Republicans in the House,
the gentleman from California [Mr,
JOHNSON], trying to give you information
and you do not seem willing to take it.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in the first session of
the Eightieth Congress I had the honor
and privilege of being chairman of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations for
Government Corporations. I believe I
learned something about the TVA during
the time I was chairman of the commit-
tee. The committee now, as you know,
is in the hands of the very able gentle~
man from Missouri, and I want to back
up the statements made by him, as well
as the statements made by the other gen-
tlemen on the committee who are op-
posed to this amendment. I am sorry
that it was not possible for me to be
present during the hearings on this bill
but a very little time this session because
of the fact that I have been attending
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for
the Interior Department, of which I am
chairman, for the past 12 weeks almost
daily. But I do want to say this to every
Member of this House: We had better be
thinking about the question—and be
thinking seriously—as to whether we
want the American people and their
businesses to be controlled by the Gov-
ernment, or whether we want to con-
tinue the free-enterprise system, which
has made America great, I think we
should have stopped Government en-
croachment on business a long time ago,
but certainly we better start stopping
right now. There is no more reason for
building this $84,000,000 steam plant in
the Tennessee Valley than there is for
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the Government to build a steam plant
for my town or Pumpkin Center or New
York town er many other towns in
America. They have no more authority
and no more reason and are no more en-
titled to have a steam plant down there
than people of any other place where
there is any kind of industry or farming.

Now, the facts are that the private
utilities surrounding TVA pay over 3
mills for every kilowatt-hour of power
they produce in local, State, and Fed-
eral taxes. If the private utilities were
tax free their rates could be less than
TVA rates. You talk about firming up
Government power. Well, bless your
hearts. If the American people do not
firm up the Treasury of the United States
and keep firming it up every year, it will
not be long until we will have no Govern-
ment of the United States to operate, let
alone the TVA. So, when you talk about
firming up in this respect, you might just
as well say that the Government, should
own the farms, in order to firm up the
production of food and fiber. Like
private utilities, the péanut vendor on
the corner, the corner grocer, and the
independent farmer have made this Na-
tion great by paying his taxes to keep
our United States Treasury firmed up.
There is little reason to firm up any
Government-controlled agencies to com-
pete against private business. which is
called on to keep our United States
Treasury properly firmed up with ap-
proximately $40,000,000,000 each year
under our present fiscal program. There
is no better time than right now to
make a start in proving to private busi-
nessmen and our farmers that this Con-
gress is determined to save free and
private enterprise,

The pending amendment should be
defeated.

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word, and
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection,

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, it
was suggested by members of our dele-
gation that I discuss the contention made
by the private power companies that the
construction and operation of the pro-
posed steam plant at New Johnsonville,
Tenn., by the Tennessee Valley Authority
would be unlawful under the Constitu-
tion, contrary to the stated purpose of
the TVA Act, and without authorization
under that act. ;

I shall do that briefly, and then, if
time permits, refer to the proposal in a
general way.

We might begin with the premise that
the area served by Tennessee Valley Au-
thority covers 80,000 square miles and
has a population of 5,000,000 people,
wholly dependent upon TVA for power
supply as Congress has heretofore con-
stituted TVA as the sole and exclusive
manufacturer and distributor of electric
power in that section. It serves 140 mu-
nicipalities and cooperatives, as well as
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directly serving some private industry
and a number of important governmental
agencies, including the atomic energy
plant at Oak Ridge.

Hydroelectric possibilities in the re-
gion are virtually exhausted. While a
few more dams might be built on small
tributary streams, they could contribute
little to the power reservoir, and the only
feasible way in which that power may be
increased, or rather firmed up so that it
may be available in a constant flow the
year round is by the construction of the
proposed steam plant. Such an increase
in power is absolutely necessary if TVA
is to meet the ever-increasing demand for
electricity in the area that it serves, a
statement amply supported by the record
of the hearings.

The constitutional authority for this
undertaking is abundantly clear. The
New Johnsonville plant would be used, as
stated, for firming up hydro power and
its construction would be clearly justi-
fied under the property clause of the
Constitution—artiele IV, section 3, clause
2—as a means of permitting fully effec-
tive use of the Government’s hydroelec-
tric projects. These projects, as well as
the electric power which they are capable
of generating, are property of the United
States—TVA Act, section 4 (h)—Ash-
wander v. Tennessee Valley Authority
(297 U. S. 289) ; Tennessee Electric Pow-
er Co. v. Tennessee Valley Authority (21
F. Supp. 947 (E. D. Tenn., 1938) afi'd
306 U. S. 118 (1939)).

The property clause of the Constitu-
tion provides:

The Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regula-
tions respecting the territory or other prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and
nothing in this Constitution shall be so
construed as to prejudice any claims of the
TUnited States, or of any particular State.

The Supreme Court has said of the
power conferred under this constitu-
tional provision:

The power over the public land thus en-
trusted to Congress is without limitations.
vand it is not for the courts to say how that
trust shall be administered. That is for the
Congress to determine.” (United States v.
San Franeisco (310 U. S. 16, 29-34 (1940)).)

There is no distinction between the
powers granted by the clause with re-
spect to territory and those granted
with respect to other Federal property:

The term “territory,” as here used, is
merely descriptive of one kind of property;
and is equivalent to the word “lands.” And
Congress has the same power over it as over
any other property belonging to the United
States. (United States v. Gratiot (14 Pet.
526, 536-537 (1840)).)

With respect to any of its property,
the Federal Government may exercise
the rights of an ordinary proprietor—
Camfield v. United States (167 U. S. 518
(1897)): Light v. United States (220
U. S. 523 (1911)); Ruddy v. Rossi (248
U. S. 104 (1918)). Among these rights
is that of improving Federal property in
order to enhance its usefulness and
value. This right was exercised at least
as far back as 1902, when-the Reclama-
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tion Act, authorizing the Secretary of
the Interior to establish, cons’ruct, and
maintain irrigation projects, was en-
acted in order ‘“to make marketable and
habitable large areas of desert land
within- the public domain”—United
States v. Hanson (167 Fed. 881, 883
(C. C. A, 9th, 1909)). The power of
Congress to legislate for such a purpose
was expressly upheld in the Hanson
case and in Burley v. United States (179
Fed. 1 (C. C. A, 9th, 1910)).

Under the situation which now exists
in the TVA service area, a steam plant
might properly be constructed, under the
commerce, power, and property clauses,
whether or not it would serve to firm up
hydro capacity. In Unifted States V.
Appalachian Power Co. (311 U. S. 377
(1940) ), the Supreme Court had this to
say with respect to the authority of the
Federal Government over navigable
waterways under the commerce clause.
“Navigahbility in the sense just stated is
but a part of this whole. Flood protec-
tion, watershed development, recevery
of the cost of improvements through
utilization of power are likewise parts of
commerce control.”

This doctrine was reaflirmed and re-
emphasized in Oklahoma v. Atkinson Co.
(313 U. S. 508 (1841)).

These cases established that the Gov-
ernment may embark on a program of
full-scale development for a given water-
shed and in so doing may proceed on the
basis of an integrated plan which takes
full cognizance of potentialities for the
generation of electricity as well as for
promotion of navigation and flood
control.

Tennessee Valley Authority’s statutory
authority to construct the steam plant
is clear. Section 4 (i) of the TVA
act specifically authorizes TVA “fo
acquire real estate for the construction
of dams, reservoirs, transmission lines,
powerhouses, and other structures.”

Section 4 (j) provides that TVA “shall
have power to acquire and construct
powerhouses, power structures, trans-
mission lines, navigation projects, and
incidental work in the Tennessee River
and its tributaries.”

Section 14, after providing for an allo-
cation of the cost of the Wilson Dam,
Norris Dam, and the Muscle Shoals
nitrate plants, provides further “in like
manner, the cost and book value of any
dams, steam plants, or other similar im-
provements hereafter constructed and
turned over to said Board for the purpose
of control and management shall be as-
certained and allocated.”

Section 31 provides that the TVA Act
“shall be liberally construed to carry out
the purposes of Congress to provide for
the disposition of, and make rules and
regulations respecting, Government prop-
erty enfrusted to the Authority, provide
for the national defense, improve navi-
gation, control destructive floods, and
promote interstate commerce and the
general welfare.”

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chalrman,- will
the gentleman yield?

- Mr. COURTNEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.
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Mr. COUDERT. Does that section of
the act make any reference whatsoever
to the generation or sale of electric en-
ergy?

Mr. COURTNEY. Section 31 does not.

Mr. COUDERT. Is not that signifi-
cant?

Mr. COURTNEY. Furthermore, the
legislative history of the TVA Act dem-
onstrates that Congress itself has con-
sistently regarded the construction of
steam plants as presenting no special
constitutional or legal problem.

In 1939, Congress authorized the TVA
to buy existing steam plants and clearly
recognized.in the course of considering
the amendatory legislation involved that
TVA might later have to build addi-
tional steam plants. Section 15 (¢) of
the legislation in question was enacted
to make possible purchases by TVA of
the generating and transmission-line
properties of the Tennessee Electric
Power Co. as well as similar properties
belonging to other subsidiaries of the
Commonwealth & Southern Corp. Con-
gress was fully aware when it enacted
these statutory provisions that the elec-
tric-utility properties which TVA in-
tended to acquire, in accordance with a
contract of May 12, 1939, included im-
portant steam plants at Nashville, Hales
Bar, and Parksville, as well as several
smaller plants. And these, with the
original steam plant acquired with the
Wilson Dam properties have been in op-
eration for years.

From a constitutional and legal stand-
point, there can obviously be no distine-
tion between the Government's power to
acquire and to construct steam plants for
operation in conjunction with an exist-
ing federally owned hydroelectric sys-
tem. Certainly Congress recognized no
distinction.

Within 2 years after enacting the 1939
amendatory provisions just referred to,
Congress specifically authorized TVA to
construct the Watts Bar steam plant.
That was Public Resolution No. 95,
Seventy-sixth Congress, third session
(54 Stat. 781 (1940)). This act became
the law on July 31, 1940, 9 months before
the limited emergency declared by the
President on May 7, 1941, and 16 months
before the United States was attacked
by the Japanese. .

The appropriation for the Watts Bar
plant, as well as for other TVA projects,
was for the stated purpose of carrying
out the provisions of the act entitled
“The Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933." Neither the hearings nor the
subsequent committee reports and de-
bates indicate that any constitutional or
legal question was thought to be pre-
sented. The situation which existed
then was basically similar to that which
exists now. At that time the United
States was in a state of defense emer-
gency. Today the state of war has not
been terminated and the international
situation is unsettled and threatening.

Later, in the Independent Offices Ap=-
propriation Act of 1942 (55 Stat. 92, 118),
Congress made an additional appropria- .
tion for the. Watts Bar plant for the.
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stated purpose again of carrying out the
provisions of the act entitled “The Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Act of 1933.”

If Tennessee Valley Authority had
constitutional and statutory authority
to construct the Watts Bar steam plant,
it likewise possesses such authority to
construct the new Johnsonville plant.

The distinguished gentleman from
New York, and a very able lawyer [Mr,
Coupert], in his argument attacks the
legality of the proposal, putting consid-
erable emphasis upon a colloquy tha%
took place between Mr. Justice McReyn-
olds and special counsel for TVA, Mr,
John Lord O'Brian, during the oral ar-
gument before the Supreme Court in the
Ashwander case referred to above, in
which Mr. O'Brian specifically stated
that TVA had no intention of operating
the steam plant that it had acquired with
the Wilson Dam property.

In the first place, Mr. O'Brian was spe-
cial counsel for the TVA in this one case
only and that case was his only interest
in TVA. Certainly TVA would not be
bound by dieta that special counsel in
one particular case uttered during the
heat of argument before the bench.

However, that case was argued and de-
cided in 1936, 3 years before Congress
authorized the purchase by TVA of the
assets of the private power companies
within its area, including the steam
plants, thus setting up TVA as the sole
and exclusive supplier of electric power
in that section. And it was decided 4
years before Congress specifically au-
thorized the construction of the steam
plant at Watts Bar.

As a matter of fact, the private power
companies have been raising constitu-
tional and legal questions with respect to
the TVA Act since its passage 1b years
ago. In every one of a half dozen or
more lawsuits instituted invoking such
. questions, the power companies have

been cast in the courts. Now, in desper-
ation, having failed in the courts, they
appeal to Congress to overriule the deci-
sion of the Supreme Court of the United
States and other high tribunals,

Now the private power companies are
bold enough to say, through their lob-
byists at the hearing: “The Federal Gov-
ernment has and should have no respon-
sibility and cannot lawfully assume re-
sponsibility for the supply of power needs
for commercial, municipal, and domestic
purposes within the area the TVA serves
or seeks to serve, and for that matter
any other area.”

In other words, they say that all the
things done by Congress with respect to
TVA since 1933 and all the things done
by the Tennessee Valley Authority itself
since that time are unconstitutional,
illegal, without statutory authority, null
and void. On this premise, they reason,
I presume, that all the dams should be
destroyed, all the structures razed, all
the transmission lines grounded, and the
whole shebang wiped off the map so that
private power companies could again
move into the area with their exorbi-
tant and unconscionable rates, with their
discriminatory tactics, with their utter
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disregard for human wellare, and with
their eyes single to profits and dividends.

Do we want to go that far? Of course
not. But, if you vote against this
amendment, you are making the first
move in that direction. To deny TVA
the right to maintain itself in a position
to keep pace with progress, to deny it the
right to maintain a position of ability to
supply the ever-increasing demands of
the region it alone serves, tc clamp down
a ceiling upon its right to grow along
with the growth of the orbit that centers
about it, to do that is to take the first
step in the direction of its utter destruec-
tion.

And, now, Mr. Chairman, may I ad-
dress myself to the proposition generally,
first from a selfish standpoint, I grant
you, as respects my district, the Seventh
Congressional District of Tennessee,
comprising 13 counties, with an area of
6,237 square miles and with a population
of 231,592, served by the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

When TVA started, 1 farm home in
28 in this district had electricity; now
the ratio is 1 in 2, In the beginning,
the average residential use of electricity
was 600 kilowatt-hours per annum; in
1940, it had increased to 1,400, and by
1947 to 2,400. I do not have the figures of
the number of consumers served in the
early days of TVA in this district, but in
1840 there were 20,000, in 1947, 36,000,
an increase of over 75 percent.

In 1940 the total sales of electricity in
my district amounted to 80,000,000 kilo-
watt-hours; in 1945, at the end of the
war, it ran to 125,000,000, an increase of
over 50 percent.

Since the beginning of TVA, attribu-
table not altogether to if, but to it in no
small measure, the number of manufae-
turing plants in my district has increased
from T8 in 1933 to 244 in 1946. The per-
sons employed in private manufacturing
has increased from 2,874 in 1933 to 9,587
in 1846. Retail sales rose from $24.-
157,000 in 1935 to $60,033,000 in 1946.
Spendable income rose from $36,028,000
in 1934 to $116,503,000 in 1946, an in-
crease of 189.3 percent. Bank deposits
inecreased from $13,400,000 in 1935 to
$68,034,000 in 1946, an increase of 242.3
percent.

In the next 5 years, TVA proposes to
build 3,500 miles of new lines in the dis-
trict and to serve 12,000 new families. If
steam plant development and a firming
up of its power is permitted this will be
done. Otherwise, these 12,000 families
are doomed to sit forever in darkness
because there is no other source of elec-
tric supply.

And, now to approach the matter from
the more unselfish standpoint of the
seven States served by Tennessee Valley
Authority, comprising, as I have said,
80,000 square miles with a population of
5,000,000 people, wholly dependent, by ac-
tion of Congress, upon TVA for electric
power, which serves in this area 140 mu-~
nicipalties and cooperatives. This addi-
tional generating capacity is of neces-
sity required if TVA is to meet the grow-
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ing need for power in its service area, a
situation that is being faced and ade-
quately prepared for by every private
power industry in the country. In 1933,
as I said with respect to my district, when
TVA began 1 farm in 28 had electric
service, now 1 in 2 have service. In
1933, all the farms in the area used a
total of only 10,000,000 kilowatt-hours;
last year some 300,000,000 kilowatt-hours
were consumed. They must use much
more power to provide the stable diversi-
fied agriculture which this region’s pros-
perity demands. In a 15-year period,
1,800 new manufacturing plants have
sprung up and, contrary to the opinion
expressed by many, there has been no
luring of industry from other sections.
Of these 1,800, only 4 moved into the
Tennessee Valley from other established
sites. The new industries are mostly
home-owned and home-controlled. Em-
ployment is up in this area 161 percent.

In 1933, the total of the national in-
come taxes paid from this area was 3.4
percent; in 1946 it was 6 percent of the
total.

Judging the fufture by the past, and
guiding our prediction by the light of ex-
perience, 65 percent more power will be
needed in 1952 than in 1947. Such prog-
ress must not be denied.

Recently this country embarked upon
a European recovery program that will
entail the expenditure before its con-
clusion of some $17,000,000,000, a great
portion of which will be in the form of
an outright gift to the participating
countries in Europe., Surely this ini-
tial $4,000,000 appropriation for the
erection of this vitally necessary steam
plant, that in the end will cost only
$52,000,000, cannot be denied. .

This appropriation sought will not be
a gift, but a loan that is certain to be
repaid. Congress has heretofore set up
a 40-year amortization plan whereby
TVA, out of its earnings from the power
system, is called upon to pay back to the
Government, in quarterly payments, the
amount of the investment of Federal
funds in the TVA power system, covered
by appropriation and transfer of prop-
erty. It is meeting these installment
payments promptly, and of course this
appropriation will be included in the
amount ultimately to be repaid.

And now to look at the proposition
from the wholly unselfish standpoint of
national interest. I call your attention
to the fact that TVA now serves many
large governmental operations, the
atomic energy plant at Oak Ridge, TVA’s\
own chemical plant at Muscle Shoals,
and a large variety of military estab-
lishments. Among its important cus-
tomers, too, is the plant of the Aluminum
Co. of America at Alcoa, During the
war about 80 percent of TVA's total
power was going into outlets that could
be classed strictly as wartime produc-
tion, and during that fime it furnished
power that provided for the manufac-
ture of 51 percent of the aluminum go-
ing into war planes. During the war,
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too, TVA produced 60 percent of the
total supply of phosphorus used by the
armed services for phosphorous bombs,
smoke screens, and various military
weapons.

With world conditions unsettled as

they are, as we rush with haste to bring

our Military Establishment up to
strength, as we propose to draff some
of our boys for service and expect to im-
pose universal military training upon
others, are we to deny this necessary
steam plant to the TVA, one of the
greatest single contributors that we had
to our recent war effort and final vic-
tory? And thereby say in effect, “We
are not interested in seeing you move
ahead to keep pace with other power
companies. We are not interested in
seeing you maintain a position where you
can help again in an emergency, but at
the behest of jealous private power com-
panies, we are going to withdraw our
support and turn you adrift.”

I do not believe that we want to do
that. So, if you want to vote down the
interests of your country and vote up
the reasoning and theory of a $65,000-
a-year power company lobbyist who is
behind the opposition to this proposal
and who figured largely in the hearings,
then vote against this amendment. If
you want to vote up the interests of
your country and vote down the avarice
of the power companies, then vote for
this amendment.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment indi-
cates how far Government ownership
and state socialism has fastened itself
upon the free government of the United
States. First of all, I want to say to the
Members of the House that I am in favor
of developing whatever power may be
developed in the river basins of this coun-
try. What I am opposed to, however, is
the encroachment of the Federal Gov-
ernment upon private enterprise and pri-
vate investment. I introduced a bill
which provides for the sale of power at
the bus bar or dam at wholesale rates
wherever that is possible. Where that is
not possible, then and then only would
the Federal Govérnment be authorized
to build transmission lines to take the
power where it could be utilized. :

Some very interesting things were de-
veloped in the hearings on that bill,
First, that there is no uniform public
policy for the production and sale of elec-
tric energy in the United States.

Second, there is one formula provided
by the Federal Power Commission used
for the fixing of rates on public power or
power produced by the Federal Govern-
ment,

Third, there is another formula pro-
vided by the Federal Power Commission
for the fixing of rates on power produced
by private enterprise or private invest-
ment.

Fourth, it was openly admitted that if
the same formula was prescribed for both
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public power and private power, the rates
would be exactly the same. In other
words, the statement made to the Amer-
ican people that the Federal Government
can produce electric energy cheaper than
private enterprise is simply fooling the
people, because Government pays no
taxes—Government has other advan-
tages that private industry does not
have. These Federal power projects are
subsidized by the taxpayers in other parts
of the country. Therefore, private enter-
prise cannot produce electric energy at
the same rate public power is produced.

Fifth, as long as section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 remains on the books,
there will be no such thing as private
enterprise being able to buy public power
produced at any of these public or Fed-
eral dams—or very liftle, to say the least.

Sixth, because of Federal competition
at this time in the electric power field,
priyate power companies are finding it
difficult to borrow money, at a low rate.
It is costing them more because the risk
is much greater,

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat that I
am not opposed to the production of elec-
tric energy in our river basins where the
Federal Government owns the water or
can construct dams for the production of
power, but I am opposed to the Federal
Government building transmission lines
in competition with private investment
already in the field and serving the area
or otherwise competing with its own citi-
zens in the same business,

I am opposed to the Federal Govern-
ment sending its agents throughout the
land telling municipalities and other po-
litical or governmental units that they
can buy power cheaper from the Federal
Government than from private enter-
prise, thereby practically destroying pri-
vate enterprise and private investment
all through this country.

Perhaps people do not know that more
than one-third of all money invested in
public utilities—I mean owned by pri-
vate corporations—is held by the life-
insurance companies of this Nation.
About 75,000,000 policyholders of the
country could very well be affected by
the destructi®n of these utilities through-
out the land.

This amendment to build a steam
plant under the TVA costing $84,000,000
before the House this afternoon simply
indicates how far we are going in the
direction of public ownership and state
socialism. I think this Congress owes a
duty and a responsibility to the people
of the Nation to fix a public power policy
that is definite, that private enterprise
can depend on—one that will not destroy
private investment through competition
by the Federal Government. If that is
not done, it seems to me we are well on
the road to nationalization of the power
and light industry and adopting social-
ism in this country. If that is so desir-
able, why not extend it to the coal mines,
why not extend it to the meat industry,
why not extend it to the railroads and
communications, why not extend it to
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the automobile industry in my State?
After we have done all that, it seems to
me, we have substituted Russia for
America—and I am bitterly opposed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don-
DpERO] has expired.

Mr, PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I
wonder if we can come to some agree-
ment as to time on this matter. It has
been indicated on this side that prob-
ably 30 minutes would be necessary.

Mr. WHITTEN. It is apparent that
we still have quite a number on this side
who want to talk. I wonder if we could
not proceed for.a short time and then
see what we can do.

Mr, JENNINGS. May I say that I
want the extremely long period of
5 minutes to unburden my soul on this
matter.

Mr. PLOESER. Very well, Mr. Chair-
man, I will not press the matter at this
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] is recog-
nized.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, it is
most interesting to me to listen to the
remarks of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Downperol, who has consistently
voted against all of these water-power
developments ever since he has been a
Member of Congress.

As I pointed out yesterday, I was co-
author with Senator Norris of the bill
creating the Tennessee Valley Authority.
It never occurred to me that anybody
would question the right of the TVA to
build a steam plant to firm up its power
production in the dry season.

In Mr. DonpERO’Ss home State of Michi-
gan some of the outstanding cities, in-
cluding Lansing, the capital, have public
power systems, and have built their own
steam plants. Did they have to get a
constitutional amendment or authority
from the legislature in order to do that?
No, certainly not.

If the gentleman’s policy were carried
out, it would shut the door in the faces
of the people of California, of Oregon, of
Washington, of Missouri, Ohio, Illinois,
and of all of the other States that border
on the great streams of this country.

Now, let us see about this stand-by
proposition. Two of the outstanding
cities of the Northwest that have water-
power systems have stand-by plants.
They are Seattle and Tacoma. Let us
just take Tacoma. The reason I am
taking Tacoma instead of the Tennessee
Valley Authority is the fact that the city
of Tacoma pays a greater rate of taxes
than the private power companies pay,
generally, throughout the country.

In 1946, leaving out rural electrifica-
tion and street lighting, this country
used 170,471,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity for which the people paid
$3,134,000,000. Under the Tacoma rates,
where they pay a higher rate of taxes
than the power companies pay on the
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average in the States of the Union, the
people of this country would have saved
on those bills $1,736,935,000.

Here is a table showing the number
of customers in each State during the
year 1946, the amount of electricity used
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in each, the costs, and the overcharges
according to the Tacoma rates.

It does not include the power used by
the REA, nor that used for street
lighting,

The table referred to follows:

TaBLE 4.—Total electric sales, 1946

Estimated revenues and con-
Estimated sales data for 1946 sumer savings under rates in
effect in Tacoma, Wash,
State
T Total kilo-
m‘g‘;g (w;tt-houdrss) Total revenues| Revenues Savings
thousan :

Alabama. 4, 356, 487 $41, 257, 600 $21, 233, 246 $20, 024, 354
R 132, 114 738, 746 12, 8§90, 600 5, 108, 521 7,722,379
Arkansa . 230, 146 861, 804 19, 785, 300 8, 685, 831 11, 099, 469
12, 358, 139 202, 757, 800 1186, 622, 361 &6, 135, 430
914, 316 24, 443, 200 10, 263, 129 14, 150, 071
2, 619, 600 61, 082, 700 24, 490, 377 36, 502, 323
374,020 S, 059, 200 3. 167, 544 4, 891, 656
1,883, 018 53, 038, 700 19, 088, 956 33,040, T44
3,075,122 51, 371, 200 25, 314, 139 26, 057, 061
150, 512 M8, 708 13, 116, 600 7,054, 170 6, 068, 421
o e R SR D 2,241, 842 10, 312, 725 215, 007, 400 90, 650, 470 125, 256, 921
1 R N 986, 500 4, 047, 417 01, 502, 389, 683, 906 51, 908, 304
OWE. . 650, 580 2,089, 404 &0, 714, 500 22, 258, 519 28, 455, 981
K ansas e 434, 425 1, 504, (M0 'Sl'r. 91? 100 15, 756, T18 21, 180, 382
Kentucky 486, 704 2, 038, 108 37, 105, 600 17,381, 185 ]9 724, 435
Louisiana. 450, 200 1,882,175 30. 778, 200 14, 171, 467 22, wl 703
259, 024 1,002, 843 19, 986, 200 , 071, 1L Qld, 615
R e 672, 449 3,733, 721 67, 173, 400 32, 628, (45 34, 545, 365
husetts 1,403, 149 4,779, 314 125, 970, 600 47, 141, 126 78, 820, 474
Michigan 1, 663, 083 8,132, 323 157, 096, 600 , 188, 561 86, 908, 039
Minnesota. 729, 201 2,458,132 60, 841, 800 26, 206, 867 , 544, 933
\'{issim?pi .......................... 257, 620 875, 460 18, 769, 600 7,079, 355 10, 790, 245
Missour 907, 582 3, 639, 201 74, 588, 000 34, 140, 940 40, 438, 060
\c[nn!nrm 138, 030 1,494, 507 14, 483, 000 7,332, 727 7,150, 273
200, 696 885, 504 21, 419, 600 10, 119, 500 11, 300, 100
30, 261 237, 858 4, 908, 1,918, 809 2, 990, 001
168, 654 538, 640 13, 472, 300 6, 225, 253 8, 247, 047
1, 382, 606 5,478, 749 130, 362, 900 51, 159, 550 79, 203, 350
89, 222, 952 7, 360, 500 , 609, 750, 607
4,346, 064 17, 986, 088 386, 053, 800 142, 946, 700 243, 107, 100
610, , O88, 483 66, 157, 306 27,013, 332 8 143. 974
109, 226, 57T 8, 089, 100 3, 164, 619 4,024, 481
0 14 S 2% 2,075,114 11, 9566, 519 204, 726, 000 , 860, 100 365, 467
Oklah 435, 346 1,417, 868 83, 541, 700 13, 803, 864 9. 647, 836
Oregon. 382, 791 2, 644, 324 32, 405, 600 19, 378, 153 13,027, 447
Pennsylvania 2,671,383 15, 243, 355 280, 700 120, 201, 984 143, 988, 716
Rhode Island 230, 533 846, 905 22, 141, 400 8, 078, 167 14, 063, 233
South Carolina, 204, 105 1, 775, 935 25, 120, B4 12, 519, 245 12, 610, 649
South Dakota 100, 501 256, 836 7, 956, 900 049, 430 , 007, 461
T 545, 508 6, 585, 308 48, 614, 600 30, 762, 662 17, 851, 938

Texas. . g 1,361, 029 5,772, 860 113, 938, 900 B0, 005, 860 63, 933,
Ttah 169, 476 753, 484 13, 768, 000 6, 004, 144 6, 863, 850
Vermont. 108, 619 377, 529 9, 454, 800 88T, 244 5, 567, 556
Virginia. 663, 2, 605, 221 51, 652, 500 21, 865, 058 20, 678, 442
Waghington. oo ooemrnen s 612, 326 7,410, 987 62, 485, 800 30,219, 113 23, 266, 687
West Virgdnta . - o ol 356, 301 BO8, 377 41, 110, 500 18, 070, 539 23, 039, 961
Wi | 837, 850 3, T6T, 609 75, 040, 84, 121, 239 41, 819, 461
Wyoming. 58, 178, 997 5, 0835, 500 1,990, 850 3, 094, 650
United States. . ..o uoneeeeanas] 34, 636, 619 170,471, 882 | 8, 134, 700, 400 | 1,397, 764, 6138 1, 736, 935, T87

1 Included with Maryland, -

This steam plant is merely to firm up
this power during the dry season in or-
der to carry out the purposes of the
original act.

Just as surely as the sun shines you
are going to need the same provision in
practically every State in the Union.

Take the State of Ohio that has 10,-
000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electric
energy running to waste in the Ohio
River every year. When the dams on
that stream are rebuilt so as to generate
that vast wealth of power, it is going to
be necessary to build steam plants in
order to firm it up to the peak of pro-
duction during the dry season.

Take the people in the Northeast
along the St. Lawrence River. As I
pointed out yesterday, when they de-
velop those billions of kilowatt-hours
and provide a yardstick for that area, it
will bring rates down from two to three
hundred millions a year. Then they will
need steam plants to firm that power up
to the peak of production,

Take the New England States that
have been freezing during this last win-
ter, because of the lack of power, when-

ever they screw their courage to the .

sticking place and join those of us who
believe in developing the water power of
the Nation, and proceed to harness the
water power of New England and the
other Northeastern States, they are go-
ing to need steam plants in order to firm
that power up to the peak of production.

Take also the Central Valley of Cali-
fornia. Oh, the battle that has been
waged here and the expenses the Power
Trust has paid for propagandists to come
to Washington and fight against the
building of steam plants in the Central
Valley; if that power were firmed up and
supplied to the people of northern Cali-
fornia at the rates the people of south=
ern California are receiving power from
Hoover Dam, the people of the State
of California would save, according to
the Tacoma rates, $86,135,439 annually.

Take the State of Colorado, take the
State of Missouri, if you please, with the
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Missouri River, not only with its waters
going to waste but destroying hundreds
of millions of doliars’ worth of property
by floods; when that river is developed
and that 10,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity that is going to waste in that
stream is made to serve the people of
that great section of the country, they
too will need steam plants to firm up
the power to peak production during the
dry season.

It will also serve Iowa, Kansas, Ne-
braska, Montana, North and South Da-
kota, and much of the rest of that great
Northwestern country.

And along the Columbia River the peo-
ple are going to need steam plants in the
years to come in order to firm that power
up to the peak of production.

Remember that every dollar of the
money invested in this plant will be paid
back with interest. It is not like giving
money to Europe or Asia,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should get a
rational approach to this problem. Out
of $440,000,000 that the Government has
invested in this Corporation at the pres-
ent time, $10,500,000 has been paid back.
It is proposed in this proposition to pay
back $5,500,000. What rate of interest is
that? One and a quarter percent.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Not at this time.
gentleman can get his own time.

The rates in the TVA are set so low
that the people in my district and your
districts are paying the electric-light
bills of people in the TVA area. Now,
that is just the situation, and we might
as well be honest about it.

Of course their rates are low.

Now, let us analyze this steam plant.
business for a minute. Why do they want
to build the steam plants? Because the
TVA in its set-up has made contracts
with the big users of electricity and with
the municipalities prohibiting them from
building any steam plants that would
allow them to generate this cheap pow-
er. That is the reasom

We all know that in building and op-
erating a steam plant private industry
can do it much cheaper than the Gov-
ernment. Bearing those things in mind,
we should meet this situation face on
and meet it honestly, so far as our con-
stituents are concerned. I do not want
to go back to my people and say that
I voted to have them pay the electric-
light bill of people in other parts of the
country.

Mr. Chairman, these rates ought to be
set up honestly and in such a way that
these people who get cheap power any-
way will be paying for their electric
power and not have you and I doing it
for them.

In this bill the committee has volun-
tarily included a very large sum of
money for continuation of construction
of power plants—hydro plants—in this
area, Oh, I would that we meet our re-
sponsibilities here, and meet them face
to face with due regard for the Treasury
of the United States.

The
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I feel that the pending amendment
in the interest of all the people of the
country should be defeated.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, I move
that all debate on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto be lim-
ited to 1 hour.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WHITTEN) there
were—ayes 83, noes 44,

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, is it
understood that prior to the motion
there was unanimous agreement that 10
minutes be reserved to the committee?

The CHAIRMAN. That will be ob-
served and it will be so understood.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to ask the chairman of the subcommit-
tee a question. I had earlier discussed
this matter with my chairman, and I
wonder if in his agreement he had any
reservation of time for members of the
committee on this side.

Mr. PLOESER. In the original agree-
ment reservation was made for 10 min-
utes on that side which was reserved for
the author of the amendment, a member
of the committee and that time has bheen
used. Under this arrangement, in order
to get 10 minutes on this side, if the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CoupErT]
and I both want to speak, we will prob-
able have to divide the time between us.

May I ask the Chair how much this
will allow to each Member?

The CHAIRMAN. According to the
best estimate it will be 212 minutes for
each Member,

Mr. PLOESER. What would the gen-
tleman be satisfied with?

It is pretty hard to
answer what you would be satisfied with.

Mr., PLOESER. I mean of the hour?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that we on this side
may have the final 5 minutes of the time
allotted for use by our Members on the
committee.

Mr. PLOESER. I am perfectly agree-
able that the committee on that side may
have 5 minutes, but we have reserved 10
minutes for summation on this side. I
am perfectly willing to the 5 minutes
being allotted under the hour limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection,

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. COOPER. Is the 10 minutes to
which the gentleman from Missouri has
repeatedly referred included in the 1
hour or in addition to the hour?

The CHAIRMAN, That is included
within the hour.
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Mr. PLOESER. AsIunderstand, there
was no objection to the request.

The C The gentleman’s
understanding is correct. There will be
5 minutes for the Members of the minor-
ity on the committee and 10 minutes for
the Members of the majority. The Chair
would like to inquire what Member of
the minority side claims the 5 minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I was
on my feet claiming time. I ask unan-
imous consent that the time which would
be given to me under the agreement be
given to the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WarrTen], and I would like fo know
if that would give him 7' minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. It would, if the
House so agreed by unanimous consent.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, it has
been suggested on this side very mag-
nanimously by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. CLEVENGER], a member of the com-
mittee, that he would yield 22 minutes
of his time to make up half of the 5 min-
utes requested. Now, you cannot just
go on cutting these Members down on
time.

Mr. MAHON. I am just yielding my
time to the gentleman from Mississippi,
if I may, in order that he may have suf-
ficient time.

Mr. PLOESER. When you do that, it
all comes within the hour, but you can-
not keep cutting the other gentlemen
down. However, I am not going to object
to the gentleman’s request.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The C . The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. BaTtES].

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this
amendment. I believe there is a very
fundamental question involved in the
proposal before the House today, that is,
whether or not we are going to embark
on Government subsidies of steam plants
all over this country. This amendment
for $4,000,000 is but the beginning of one
plant, the estimated cost of which is
$84,000,000, as I understand. We do not
know whether this one plant is the be-
ginning of a series of plants in the Ten-
nessee Valley that will be created by the
Congress, supported by the Government,
and paid for by the taxpayers of every
part of the country,

As was so well stated this morning,
every part of the country is in need
of morc power. We find this situation
true in the New England area. In my
own State in recent days there has been
a great deal.of publicity as to the neces-
sity for developing more power plants,
and we have found through the same
press the statements that the private in-
dustries of that part of the country are
embarking on a tremendous program in-
volving millions of dollars of their own
money in order to meet the requirements
in that part of the country. This same
thing is true in all other parts of the
country. Why should we, the taxpayers
of our part of the country or the tax-
payers of any other part of the country,
be called upon to build, support, and
maintain at Government expense, which
means the expense of the people in our
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part of the country, this prodigious pro-
gram of steam generation plants in the
Tennessee Valley?

We understand that in the bill today
the committee has allowed $29,000,000 to
implement the hydroelectric-plant sys-
tem already existing in the Tennessee
Valley. We also understand there will be
available power from the dams which are
being built by the Army and the hydro-
electric plants in that same area which
will provide 200,000 more kilowatt-hours.
It is a question of where we are going to
go if we start here today. I think we
ought to defeat this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Davis].

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, upon the success or failure of this
amendment depends the continued
growth of my city, the western part of
Tennessee and Kentucky, and a substan-
tial part of the mid-South. Memphis
has been purchasing power from TVA
since 1939. That city along with 140
other municipalities and REA coopera-

‘tives are bound by contract to depend

upon TVA for their entire power supply.
The Government has assumed sole re-
spbonsibility in the area for an adequate
supply of electrical energy to support a
rapidly expanding economy. Having
done this, it owes a solemn duty to the
people and industries of the valley to
s0 manage the system that our demand
for power shall never fail.

In all the years of my membership in
the House of Representatives, I have
been delighted to cast votes which I
thought would affect the welfare and the
progress of sections far removed from
the area which I have the honor to rep-
resent. In all of those votes I felt that
the prosperity of any one section of the
country added to the sum total of our
national prosperity. It is hard for me
to believe that any of my colleagues
should take a position which would place
a ceiling on the prosperity and growth
of any section of our common country.

Since we became purchasers of TVA
electricity in 1939, the population in my
congressional district has increased 20
percent. We have added 32,000 cus-
tomers to the line. During that time
bank deposits increased 294 percent.
This i{s progress. My city is on the very
southwestern end of the TVA system.
We have no other place to get our power
than from TVA. We must be considered,
however, as only a part of this wide area
which finds itself in need of additional
power to care for the normal progress
the section is making.

Purcell Smith, the $65,000-a-year lob-
byist for the private utilities, made the
statement, and I quote from page 965 of
the hearings:

We believe that an undisclosed motive be-
hind this request is to prepare TVA for other
drives to expand still further the territory
of its power monopoly.

Anyone who considers the location
which TVA has chosen for this plant will
see that it would be a very poor plant
from which to expand widely TVA power.
On the other hand, it is an ideal site
from which to serve the growing needs
within the area. The New Johnsonville
plant will be so placed in the center at ,
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the western half of Tennessee so as to
serve the adjoining southern counties of
Kentucky which receive TVA power, as
well as all of west Tennessee.

Many factors determine the most eco-
ramical location for a power plant, the
primary ones involved being the magni-
tude and location of the markets to be
supplied and the availability of fuel and
water in the case of a steam plant. It
is obvious that in the development of
a system of dams to control the flow and
to utilize the power possibility of a river
system requires that the major develop-
ment of dam sites occur in the head-
water areas. It is there that water may
be impounded in the high hills produc-
ing the fall and volume that produce
the power. Therefore, the bulk of power
is produced in east Tennessee and north
Alabama, whereas a substantial part of
the TVA markets exist in west and
middle Tennessee. It happens that the
Jocation of a plant on the Tennessee
River at the location chosen would avoid
the movement of 300,000 kilowatts over
the transmission lines from the eastern

and southern extremities of the State -

to the points of use-in middle and west
Tennessee. \

The location at New Johnsonville is
one that permits linking the proposed
plant into the exXisting transmission
network in such fashion as to per-
mit these loads to flow into middle
Tennessee, western Tennessee, and Ken-
tucky, areas supplied by TVA. The
location of the plant in the center of
the area served reduces the losses in
transmission lines that pile up if the
plant should be located on the fringe.
The plant serves the purpose of not only
firming up hydroelectric power in dry
seasons and dry years but it serves to
distribute the generating plants more
evenly over the whole area served. Its
usefulness is greatly enhanced in an
integrating system where the amount of
power produced can be varied in amount
and moved in whatever direction best
meets the need of the system at any
hour of the year. It supplies a source of
power along the river in the long stretch
between Pickwick and Kentucky Dams,
in which there is no dam. In order to
produce large quantities of electricity by
steam, it is essential that tremendous
quantities of water be available for con-
densing purposes.

Located available to water and rail
routes, coal and other supplies can . be
delivered to the plant by either water
or rail, and it should be apparent that
the location.is within comparable dis-
tance of available coal fields in southern
Illinois, Kentucky, and Indiana. From
every economical viewpoint, the location
is as near ideal as engineers ever expect
to find.

The seasonal rainfall in the Tennessee
Valley area, the available river flow, and
the multitude of other considerations
such as the run-off within the watershed
tend to make a steam plant a necessary
part of the hydro development. In the
original development at Muscle Shoals,
a steam plant was a part of the project.
Later, other steam plants were acquired
by purchase. But inasmuch as the work
on the Tennessee River included not

. only power plants but flood control and
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navigation, it was perfectly logical that
the construction of dams and hydro
plants have had priority in the program
and that steam plants would not become
essential until firm power produced by
the hydro plants was reaching the limits
of its development. It is therefore logi-
cal that the hydro plants should have
been carried forth first and that devel-
opment of steam plants follow as the
need arises to strengthen and support
the hydro-power plants. It must be re-
membered that the steam plant is not
only necessary to firm up hydro power
and add installed capacity to the system,
but it is a procedure whereby the maxi-
mum value can be ebtained from money
already invested in hydro projects.

These steam plants can be used to sta-
bilize the whole system in a fashion to
maintain voltage over the system.

This plant would fail in its potential
usefulness if it did not in fact add to the
productive capacity of the whole Ten-
nessee Valley Authority system. To the
communities served by TVA in the areas
north, northwest, west, and northeast
of Pickwick Dam, this power plant be-
comes a necessity to meet the normal
growth in an area which is developing in
every phase of human activity.

Surely, in a sense of fairness, you will
vote for the amendment. We have no
other place to go for power. It is very
vital to all my people and to my neigh-
bors. It is economically sound. In 1939,
when Memphis first became a customer,
we used 57,000 kilowatts. During the
month of March this year we reached a
load of 153,000 kilowatts, or almost three
times as much as we used less than 8
years ago.

On the basis of proven experience we
will require 175,000 kilowatts by the sum-
mer of this year. Next year we will re-
quire 200,0000 kilowatts, and by 1953 we
will need 300,000 kilowatts, or six times
as much as when we joined the system,

If this steam plant is built, by the time
it is in operation, our municipality serv-
ing our citizens and our farmers will
need almost one-half of the total power
generated by the plant. This is without
regard to the proportionate growth
which is bound to come to the whole
valley. So you may see the extreme im-
portance of this plant to me and my peo-
ple. There is no source of private power
available. Please do not stifle the hopes
and the ambitions of our people.

Our growth is your progress. As our
income increases, we have more to spend
in your communities for automobiles, re-
frigerators, air-conditioning plants, vac-
uum cleaners, clothes, shoes, electrical
appliances, and all the items you manu-
facture. A simple, fair, and considered
attitude can lend itself to a vote for this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr, KEEFE]. -

Mr. EEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I admire
the splendid efforts of the beneficiaries
of TVA power in the fight they are mak-
ing to expand these beneficences in their
area. I believe if I were down in Mem-
phis or in the TVA area, I would perhaps
make the same sort of appeal. The ques-
tion, however, it seems to me, is just a
little bit broader than that. I have read
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the brief submitted by the TVA to this
committee. I have read the brief sub-
mitted by the power companies through
Mr, Jackson, one of their counsel. I
have read the splendid statements made
by my good friend the gentleman from
Mississippi, Jamie WmiTTEN, and the
speech made yesterday by my friend the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.
They are all splendid expositions of the
problems that face us. But make no mis-
take about it. You can stand here from
now until doomsday and argue the legal
questions that are involved. No one will
deny that there are very, very serious
legal questions. The briefs that have
been submitted are replete with the ar-
guments, pro and con. I happen to be
one who has taken the time to study
those briefs. I have come to the conclu-
sion on the showing that has been made
by the Budget that I cannot conscien-
tiously support this amendment because
it would be clearly an invasion of the
constitutional authority vested in the
Congress, if we were to now embark upon
a program which will lead us to no one
knows where. No one can claim that
if you start on this steam-plant program
that it will not expand all over the
United States. The simple fundamental
question that you must determine here
and now when you vote on this amend-
ment is, Are you going to vote for nation=-
alization of the power interests of this
country? If you believe in the national-
ization of power, then you ought to sup-
port this amendment. If you do not,
you ought to vote it down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Errauver]. .

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Chairman, a few
minutes ago the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taser] made the statement
that out of the four-hundred-and-
twenty-odd-million dollars which have
been invested in power in the Tennessee
Valley, only $10,000,000 had been paid
back into the Federal Treasury, The rec-
ord shows that the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority has paid back into the Treasury
of the United States in excess of $23,-
000,000 in cash. Also that out of the earn-
ings from the sale of power of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, which have been
reappropriated for the building of addi-
tional facilities—which I do not see that
there is any difference whether it Is
turned back in cash to the TVA, it means
the same thing, it is all passed through
the Committee on Appropriations—that
$92,000,000 in addition to the $23,000,000
has been repaid. The important thing is
whether TVA is making money so that
it can repay the Federal Government the
full amount of this investment.

The record shows that last year on its
power properties the TVA earned an in-
come at the rate of 5% percent on the
amount invested. Over the entire pe-
riod of its operations a little more than
4 percent has been earned on its power
properties.

If the Members of the House are truly
and sincerely in earnest in cooperating
with the TVA to make repayment of
every cent that has been invested, they
will not jeopardize the TVA in such
manner as to refuse to build this steam
plant. If the private-power lobby suc-
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ceeds in pufting a ceiling on the power
supply in the Tennessee Valley, it is not
only going to adversely affect 5,000,000
people that live in the valley but it is
going to adversely affect the entire in-

vestment of the Federal Government in -

that valley. _
IF THE FRIVATE POWER LOBBY SUCCEEDS

If the private power lobby succeeds in
putting a ceiling on power supply in the
Tennessee Valley it will limit the earn-
ings of the distribution systems with
loans outstanding from REA to the
amount of $30,000,000 and with $52,000,-
000 of municipal revenue bonds now held
by the public. It will threaten the pros-
perity of the thousands of private enter-
prises which have made investments de-
pendent on a prosperous region and a
continuing supply of power to pay out.
It will risk our national security, for
TVA’s direct power load is vital to de-
fense.

Yet the private power companies do
not and cannot claim that they will be
injured if the disputed project is con-
structed. They have no competitive in-
vestment in the Tennessee Valley. They
cannot pretend to be able to carry the
load even if the people of the Tennessee
Valley wished to be served by them. As
an alternative to the present efficient
operations, they propose that each town
and city and each industry should pro-
vide additional power capacity itself as
its load increases, projecting for the val-
ley a system of small isolated plants—a
system based on the standards long since
abandoned everywhere, To block the
New Johnsonville steam plant is to pre-
vent the full and effective use of power
from the developed river and the conser-
vation of the fuel resources of the Ten-
nessee Valley.

The campaign of the private power
companies to prevent TVA from having
an adequate power supply to meet the
power needs of its area is based on some
of the most remarkable misrepresenta-
tions and preposterous suggestions
brought forward in all my experience as
a Member of this body.

First. The private power companies
come forward with the ridiculous state-
ment that they are pleading the case of
the 140 municipalities and cooperatives
who buy power wholesale from TVA to
distribute to their customers. They shed
crocodile tears in great abundance for
the welfare of the domestic and resident
customers of those systems. Nobody who
comes from the TVA area could be fooled
by that concern for a moment. We have
not forgotten that when the private
companies served that area there were
only 225,000 residential and domestic
consumers. Those consumers annually
used an average of 600 kilowatt-hours
at an average cost of more than 5 cents
per kilowatt-hour. We know that today
there are 700,000 domestic and residen-
tial consumers who use an average of
about 2,500 kilowatt-hours a year at a
cost of scarcely 12 cents per kilowatt-
hour. Small consumers of electricity in
the Tennessee Valley know which agency
is protecting their interests. Today
more than 50 percent of the farms have
electricity. Before TVA 1 in 28 had this
essential tool of modern agriculture.
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None of us from the Tennessee Valley
were fooled by this argument but some
other Members of this House, not know-
ing the difference since we have a public
power system to supply our requirements,
may have been impressed. Indeed, I
think the majority members of the Ap-
propriations Committee were probably
impressed with the misleading figures
presented in the hearings by the $65,000-
per-year lobbyist of the private utilities
and his allies. He stated that more than
50 percent of all power sold by TVA went
to private industries and contended that
the steam plant was not required in or-
der to provide adequate power for TVA's
preferred customers, the municipalities,
and cooperatives.

Purcell Smith, the private utilities lob-
byist, was wrong. He was wrong in his
percentages, wrong in his interpretation,
wrong in the conclusions he drew.

Let us examine TVA's industrial cus-
tomers for a moment and see if men from
the West, North, and East would look
kindly upon the moratorium on their
production which would follow if their
power supply were cut off. TVA serves
governmental agencies; it sells power to
its own chemical plant at Muscle Shoals
which produces munitions in war, and in
peace, fertilizer, which, to most Members
of this House, seems critically important
right now. The power used in this op-
eration is included in TVA's direct sales
report. How about the atomic-energy
plant at Oak Ridge? TVA serves that
plant and its consumption is included in
the total of so-called industrial sales.
The Milan ordnance plant, the Hunts-
ville arsenal, Camp Campbell, the Smyr-
na air base, and other military estab-
lishments—these are the -customers
whom the private power companies sug-
gest should be denied service; a sugges-
tion which should be voted down by this
House without delay as a shocking at-
tack on our national security.

Let me go into the privately owned
industries for a minute so that we can
see what justice there is in the utilities’
suggestions that they be cut off. Is any
Member of this House willing to place
obstacles in the way of aluminum pro-
duction, or in the steady and, indeed, in-
creased output of the heavy chemical
plants which make up the remainder of
TVA's large direct sales to private in-
dustries?

Let us get the facts straight to match
with the misrepresentations which were
made in the hearings by spokesmen for
private utilities. Let me list them:

First. Utility witnesses misinformed
the committee as to the proportion which
TVA’s direct sales to indusiry bear to its
total sales. The utilities witness knew,
although perhaps the committee did not,
that TVA’s reports of its total direct sales
includes sales to the Government itself,
to which I have just referred.

Second. Such comparisions of total
volume are meaningless because TVA
sells to private industry large quantities
of interruptible power which cannot be
sold to the municipalities and coopera-
tives and such power can be disposed of
in only two ways (a) by sales to a few
industries which can use it in their
operations; (b) by exporting it from the
region to private power companies who
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can use it on their systems; (¢) actually
in fiscal year 1949 less than 45 percent
of TVA’s total sales will go to its direct
customers, including the Government
and including interruptible power sales.
This is a far different picture from the
one presented out of ignorance, greed,
and malice by the private power com-
panies,

Third. The point of all this emphasis
on TVA’s industrial sales has been to
convince the Congress that if power so
used were made available to municipali-
ties and cooperatives there would be no
need for the steam plant. The utilities
are wrong. They have no expert knowl-
edge of growth of electricity use on the
TVA system. They have never been right
in the past and they are not right now.
TVA could not legally deny power to the
private industries it has contracted to
serve. Even if it could, it would be
against the public interest and shock-
ingly unfair to the companies which have
made large investments, particularly
during the war at the request of the
Government and with the assurance that
their power requirements would be met.
But even if it were legal and if it were
good public policy, such a fantastic pro-
posal would not postpone the need for
the steam plant. For the western half
of Tennessee, which the steam plant will
help to serve, the power demands of the
municipalities and cooperatives already
exceed the available generating capacity,
and power must be brought into the
area by transmission from the eastern
end of the TVA system.

There is no evading this issue. The
customers of the municipalities and co-
operatives for whom the private power
companies are showing such belated
concern need this increase in capacity.
There is no feasible alternative. All the
proposals made by the private power
companies are ludicrous, unjust, and
technically primitive. If this great area
of the country is to continue to grow—
to contribute more to the national wel-
fare, additional power capacity must be
provided and the construction of this
steam plant is the best way to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] is
recognized.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman,
demand for power has increased as never
before. No one ever anticipated that so
soon after close of the war we would find
ourselves on the verge of a critical power
shortage. The facts are, however, that it
is now with us. We have a reserve of less
than 0.2 of 1 percent above that used to-
day. With the rapid advancement of
rural electrification and with industrial
development moving upward and upward
in less time than we might expect, the
wave of progress which our Nation now
enjoys might soon falter for lack of elec-
tric power. And this is particularly true
in that great region served by the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority.

Private utilities are moving to meet
the emergency in the territories which
they serve. They are expanding their

facilities through the construction of
steam plants and various other methods.
It would be a cruel act of this Congress,
which created the TVA, to say to the Au-
thority that we will not permit it to meet
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an identical emergency in the territory
which it serves.

The TVA serves an area of 80,000
square miles, lying partly in seven States.
Aproximately 140 municipalities and co-

operatives are wholly dependent upon

TVA for electric power. There is no
other source of supply, positively none,
for the 5,000,000 people living within the
Tennessee Valley.

Whether you approve of TVA or not, it
remains that it is an established agency
of the Government, created by the Con-
gress of the United States. Some of you
who oppose it cry that TVA is a monopoly.
Sure it is a monopoly, but every other
power company in the United States has
a monopoly in the region which it serves.
It would be most impracticable and un-
economical for two power companies to
operate in the same territory and there-
fore they do not follow the practice.
Agreeing that the TVA has a monopoly
in the Tennessee Valley, the fact re-
mains that it was so created by the Con-
gress. Prior to its establishment the
power companies made little or no effort
to bring power to the millions living with-
in the valley. In my own district I could
count on my fingers the number of miles
of rural power lines erected by the private
power companies who now wail about the
steam plant, With the advent of TVA
our people have made greal progress so-
cially, economically, and industrially,
where before many were living in drudg-
ery, reading by the light of oil lamps,
and waiting, waiting, waiting for the pri-
vate power companies to do a job which
they had failed and refused to do. It was
then and then only that the Government
stepped in and created the TVA and
made possible the rapid development
which has taken place in the valley over
the past 15 years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, that same power
Iobby which year after year success-
fully defeated every move and effort to
establish the TVA, is again making itself
felt in the Halls of Congress. They know
that without the steam plant, as proposed
by my friend the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Gorel, that the TVA may be
unable to supply a steady flow of elec-
tric power. They hope that it will even-
tually lead to the death of TVA. Nothing
would please them more.

This Congress has appropriated large
sums of money for the development of
power in the great regions of the far
West. On each and every item for the
benefit of you who reside in'the West, the
Members from the Tennessee Valley have
upheld your cause, worked for and
voted with you. We confidently believe
you will help us. And we are grateful to
you for that support.

I trust, Mr. Chairman, that this

amendment will be adopted. ;
- Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that such time
as I have yielded back may be yielded
to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
JENNINGS.]

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from

Mississippi?
There was no objection.
The The gentleman

from Tennessee [Mr. JENNINGS] is recog-
nized for 4% minutes.
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Mr. JENNINGS. K Mr. Chairman,
much has been said about a great spe-
cial and unfair favor having been con-
ferred upon Tennessee and my section of
the State. Tennessee has been a State
since 1796. The first considerable
amount of money that was ever ex-
pended on a public project in my district
and in my State, with respect to flood
control and navigation, was expended
under the TVA Act. For 100 years it

‘had been the dream and aspiration of

-

my people to see the Tennessee River
made navigable from Knoxville to the
Gulf of Mexico and to the whole world.
It was a difficult proposition, because of
the rapid flow of the river through
Muscle Shoals. Billions and billions of
dollars have been spent in other parts of
the country on such projects. No pri-
vate power company could have under-
taken this project. The Tennessee
River today, as a result of that project, is
navigable from my city, Knoxville, to
the Gulf of Mexico and to the great ports
of the world.

As an incident to the development of
the river, it was provided that these high
dams should be built high enough to
store the water and prevent floods, and
so controlled as to release the water when
necessary for navigation purposes, and
as an incident to that, to translate the
energy of the falling waters into electric
current. Everybody knows that to make
a hydroelectric system profitable, you
must have stand-by steam plants.

This leader of the forces called by
Theodore Roosevelt, when he was Gover-
nor of New York, Black Horse Cavalry,
this smooth operator Smith, this $65,-
000,000 lobbyist, led his crowd of cohorts
up here and conducted an attack on my
people, and this is what he and his con-
federates boldly, frankly, and brutally
say:

Although substantial additional power
can be generated by installation of new
hydrogenerators, it is approaching the
limit of the amount of electricity which
can be generated by water power har-
nessed primarily for purposes of flood
control and navigation,

The proposal to construct this steam
plant is based upon the recognition of
these two factors and is intended to pro-
vide additional generating capacity to
meet the demand for electric power in
the 80,000-square-mile area served by
TVA.

In other words, they propose by stop-
ping the development of the great enter-
prise on which 5,000,000 people depend
for power, to say to my people, “You can-
not expand any further industrially nor
in agriculture. You can go back to kero-
sene lamps.”

Why did the atomic-energy plant come
to my district and to Tennessee? Be-

cause it was the only section of the-

country that had enough power to pro-
duce the atomic bomb, and for the fur-
ther reason that we had a supply of labor
within a radius of 100 miles that was of
undoubted patriotism. They were 100-
percent American., There were no
strikes, no slow-downs, no sit-downs in
the making of the bomb. This is a fight
on the 5,000,000 people who live in Ten-
nessee, in North Carolina, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Mississippi, Arkansas, and Een-
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tucky. ‘They fight 200,000 Ilaboring
men and women in my district. They
fight 100,000 farmers. They fight 50,000
veterans of World War II. We sent more
than 50,000 into this war. We have 460,~
000 people in the district. Twelve hun-
dred of those men died in battle. Thou-
sands have come back maimed, blinded,
and wounded, and wrecked physically.

Not long ago I went to Huntsville in
my district to attend a hearing by Army
engineers on a flood-control project I
had sponsored and made possible. It was
hoped the project might mean power,
and on a winter's day with snow on the
ground, 500 people came, of whom more
than half were war veterans looking for
power in order that they might have in-
dustry that would enable them to remain
in their home county and engage in
profitable enterprise on the farms and
in factories.

Let me say this in addition, the people
of east Tennessee helped make the Re-
publican Party with their guns. East
Tennessee sent 30,000 soldiers into the
Union Army, and I have a district that
has remained Republican since 1855.
Shall I go back to my people and have
them say to me: “Were our aspirations,
were our desire to grow, and develop, and
to prosper, were they slain in the house
of our friends?” I have had to fight to
hold that district in the Republican col-
umn. I hope you do not create the im-
pression by defeating this appropriation
for the steam-generating plant that the
future progress and prosperity of the
people of Tennessee are in unfriendly
hands.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

The gentleman from Washington [Mr.,
JACKSON] is recognized for 214 minutes.

Mr, JACKSON of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I certainly have no selfish in-
terest in the outcome of this particular
appropriation. My State is not directly
affected. Ido have a great respect, how-
ever, for a job well done in the Tennessee
Valley. The truth is that the Tennessee
Valley Authority, like our great power
projects at Grand Coulee and Bonneville
in the Pacific Northwest, provided the
basis for a great part of our industrial
potential in World War II. It is invalu-
able to our national defense now.

Too many times when we bring up the
Tennessee Valley Authority appropria-
tion we get into the issue of whether we
should or should not have a TVA, The
truth is that it is an accomplished fact.
The only question to be decided today is
whether or not this is a prudent invest-
ment.

If this were a private utility asking for

" these funds and we were the board of

directors, I am sure we would give our
wholehearted approval because it would
be simply good, sound, business. TVA is
merely asking for the same thing that a
private utility would ask for under the
same circumstances.

I am sure that all of us want to see the
Government get the maximum return
out of its investment in the Tennessee
Valley. By voting for this amendment
we will be providing for more firm power
which will mean a greater return to the
Treasury. We will merely be doing the
very thing that we would ask TVA to do
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if they had not come in and asked for
these funds.

In that connection I venture to say
that the Tennessee Valley Authority
would have been criticized if they had
not come in and asked for these funds.

In closing, may I pay my personal
tribute to the untiring efforts of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr, KEFAUVER]
in behalf of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority. It was my pleasure a couple of
years ago to make a trip through the
Tennessee Valley area with him. Few
men in the Congress have a better grasp
or understanding of this great project
than my good friend and colleague the
gentleman from Tennessee, Representa-
tive Kerauver. He has been its ardent
champion. The people of the great
State of Tennessee are fortunate, indeed,
in having such excellent representation
in the Congress.

I hope the Committee will approve this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired. 2

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Fenton] is recognized for- 2%
minutes.

Mr. FENTON. Mr., Chairman, back
in 1939 or 1940 the statement was made
concerning these Government-owned
projects that sooner or later it would
develop into an octopus and the country
would realize that they had something
to contend with.

That statement is now proving to be
a fact and today finds this Congress
faced with it.

I am absolutely opposed to the amend-
ment to establish a steam plant in the
TVA.

In certain parts of our country we
see these Government-owned projects
developed to such an extent that it is
driving private industry out of business.
We hear much about brown-outs and no
power in some sections of the country,
yet our Government-owned facilities are
selling power from that area to Canada.
The claim is made notwithstanding that
there is a shortage of power,

We know that private power com-
panies in some sections of the country
cannot at the present time borrow suf-
ficient money to expand their facilities
to remain in existence even though they
are willing. Yet the people of the great
United States, the taxpayers, have to
pay for people in some parts of the
country having cheap power. Of course,
that is what they want—cheap power.

The private power company in my
particular district is spending this year
$113,000,000 to expand their property.
They have not come to this Congress and
asked for money with which to build
power plants. They stand on their own
feet and use their own money.

Mr, Chairman, the time has come to
recognize all this. Why, in some parts
of the country there are condemnation
proceedings depriving private industry
of their property and for the purpose
of using the same property in the Gov-

ernment-owned electric system. What -

is going to happen to the farmers and
other businesses of this country when

the Government says to them: “We want -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

your farm; we want your business. Get
off it, we will take it.” How will they
like that? This kind of action is rapidly
socializing this great country and now
is the time to stop it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
FLANNAGAN.]

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman,
when you leave common sense out of leg-
islation you wreck it. This amendment
only restores to the bill a common sense
provision the committee left out.

Consider these facts:

First. We all realize that the home
and factory alike need a dependable sup-
ply of electricity. Without dependability
electric power is practically useless.

Second. It is a recognized fact that
water power alone, except in a very few
instances, does not furnish a dependable
supply of electricity. The reason is ap-
parent; at certain seasons the water in
most streams, due to dry weather, be-
comes low.

Third. To meet this handicap that na-
ture has placed upon water power, prac-
tically all water-power companies have
stand-by steam plants that are brought
into play to supplement the water power
during dry seasons.

Fourth. In the Tennessee Valley the
water power has two handicaps that the
ordinary water-power plant does not
have, namely: (a) The TVA has to keep
enough water impounded for navigation,
and (b) at the same time it cannot per-
mit its reservoir to become full because
this would jeopardize the flood-control
aspects of the Authority.

Fifth. The fifth element that enters
into the TVA power picture is this: The
only source of power in the great TVA
area, which embraces parts of seven
States and contains a population of
around 5,000,000 people, and in which
area is located some of the large plants
essential to national defense, is TVA
power. There are no private power
plants within the area, and it is admitted
that private power plants cannot be in-
duced to enter the area.

The above facts bring us face to face
with these propositions:

First. If the supplemental steam
plant is denied the area, then develop-
ment in the area becomes static. We
say to the people of the area the present
is also your future.

Second. We jeopardize our national
defense by making it impossible for the
national defense plants to increase their
capacity. It is no answer to say if the
emergency becomes acute we will au-
thorize a steam plant. Emergencies do
not wait on the erection of power plants.

Corsidering the facts, the common-
sense answer to the problem should be
clear.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Evins.]

Mr, EVINS. Mr. Chairman, we have
already heard today much about the
legality of the TVA, its statutory and
constitutional authority, the creation of
the TVA, its growth and development,
the extent and type of TVA's power

customers, as well as the need for the

New Johnsonville steam plant to firm
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up the hydro power generated by TVA
to augment the services of TVA to the
people of the Tennessee Valley area,

I should like to address my remarks to
the partnership which today exists be-
tween TVA and the people whom it
serves and to urge that this partnership
be continued.

The President has recommended in his

1949 budget an item of $4,000,000 which .

would permit TVA to commence con-
struction of this steam plant to be lo-
cated at New Johnsonville, Tenn., on the
Tennessee River in the western part of
my State. This plant is badly needed to
help relieve the power shortage and to
meet the rising demand for electricity
resulting from the general economic
growth of Tennessee and the South.
The sum requested is very modest and
small. The benefits to be derived there-
from are great—egreat for our people

and also for the prosperity of the peo-

ple of the entire Nation. When one
section of our country makes progress
all the Nation prospers. Should the TVA
be aided rather than its services to the
people curtailed, a vast section of our
country will continue to prosper and to
make progress.

Progress in the South has been’ made
possible through the joint partnership
relation which exists between the TVA
and the people whom it serves. And
when I say “partnership” that is pre-
cisely and exactly what I mean. The
Federal Government and the people of
the Tennessee Valley area have entered
into a contract and partnership agree-
ment in the power generating and dis-
tributing business in this section of the
South. The arrangement is mutually
beneficial—and each is dependent one
upon the other. The Federal Govern-
ment is the sole power producer in the
area and the people—the municipalities
and cooperatives—the sole distributors.
This partnership arrangement was en-
tered into when the Federal Govern-
ment bought out the private utilities in
the area—the Commonwealth & South-
ern utility holdings, the sale of which
was negotiated by the late Wendell Will-
kie. So, now the Federal Government,
through the TVA, is the sole supplier of
electric power in this vast area of the
Southland, The people there are wholly
dependent on the Federal Government
for their power-supply needs and re-
quirements. Since the Government has
formed this joint partnership with the
people certainly it should not go back
on its part of the bargain. The Congress
should not break faith with the people
with whom it has agreed to serve.

The Federal Government has an in-
vestment of more than $350,000,000 in
generating and transmission facilities in
the TVA area. This is owned by all of
the people of America. The people of
the Tennessee Valley—7,000,000 of
them—750,000 of whom are users and
consumers of electric power within this
area—reside in 7 States—Virginia, Ken-
tucky, Tennessee, North Carolina, Geor-
gia, Mississippi, and Alabama, an area
of more than 80,000 square miles. The
people within this region own the dis-
tributing facilities with an investment of
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$160,000,000. There are 140 municipali-
ties and rural electric cooperatives dis-
tributing TVA power in the region.

I should like to stress in a very special
way, Mr. Chairman, the fact that the
Tennessee Valley power system is not a
wholly owned Government corporation
as some would have you believe. The
Tennessee Valley power system, in its
entirety, consists of a joint partnership as
I have indicated, the Federal Government
owning the dams on the rivers and the
generating facilities—the municipalities
and rural electric cooperatives owning
the distribution facilities. The Govern-
ment's assets, as indicated, amount to
550 millions of dollars and the invest-
ment of the municipalities and coopera-
tives amounts to 160 millions of dollars.
The real value of both the Government
and people’s investment is dependent
upon the continued and proper operation
of TVA. Both partners thus have a big
investment in this joint business enter=-
prise. The Federal Government is de-
pendent upon its partner—the distribu-
tors—to carry TVA power to the ulti-
mate consumer and certainly the people
are dependent upon the Federal Gov-
ernment to supply the electric power
which if uses, consumes and needs.

There is a definite concern upon the
part of the people of the area that the
senior partner—ithe Federal Government
acting through the Congress—may not
make sufficient appropriations to insure
the consumers an adequate source of
power supply. The people of the Ten-
nessee Valley have carried out their part
of the bargain with the Federal Govern-
ment in the TVA development, and cer-
tainly the people are most hopeful that
the Federal Government will continue
to carry out theirs. Frankly, there is no
reason—certainly no good reason—why
this should not be done. In fhe TVA
the Federal Government—all of the peo-
ple of America—have a sound invest-
ment. Pigures prove this to be true.
Therefore, from an economic and
strictly business point of view this mu-
tually satisfactory arrangement should
be continued. From the standpoint of
service to the people and the prosperity
of the Nation, the Congress should not
take any action which would, in effect,
say, “This much progress you shall make
and no more,” “Thus far you can go and
no farther;” the Federal Government
should not put a ceiling on power produc-
tion nor freeze the amount of power
which may be produced when electric
power is so greatly needed both for our
domestic progress and national defense
purposes.

Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of com-
mon knowledge that a power shortage
exists in America today. Although some
people want to debate this fact, every-
one—even the most ardent advocates of
private power—agree that there is no
great surplus or excess amount of power
and they also agree that there is an in-
creased consumer demand and a grow-
ing need for additional power for indus-
try and national defense purposes. All
over the Nation power demand is press=
ing hard upon supply. This growing
demand for power is a testimonial of
progress. It is evidence of a growing
regional and national strength. It
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should be hailed as a triumph of demo-
cratic achievement.

Mr, Chairman, among the purposes
declared by the Congress in passing
the TVA Act was to develop the resources
of the Tennessee Valley for the benefit
of all the people; to promote the pros-
perity and raise the level of income of
the people of the valley; and also to
strengthen the entire Nation by making
the Valley more productive. The Ten-
nessee Valley, although richly endowed
with natural resources, has been one of
the low-income areas of the Nation.
Progress has been made—progress in the
development of our rivers for purposes
of navigation and flood control—im-
provement in the fertility of our soil
and the prevention of soil erosion
through approved methods of conserva-

‘tion. A major portion of this progress

is rooted in the blessings TVA has be-
stowed upon the people of the Tennessee
Valley—the area which it directly serves.
Progress has also been made through the
extension of rural electrification. Com-
munity and farm electrification has
been developed and expanded. Our
farmers and other individual consum-
ers are making greater use of low-cost
electricity. In 1933 when TVA Act was
passed, as has been indicated, only 1
farm in 28 had electric service. Today
50 farms out of every 100 are served by

electricity through our efficient rural- °

electric cooperatives cooperating with
the Tennessee Valley Authority. With-
in the Fifth Congressional District of
Tennessee, the district which I have the
honor to represent, the farms in 1930
were only 5 percent electrified. Today
a little more than 51 percent of the farms
of the Fifth District are served by elec-
tricity. These figures show the trend
of the current program, which aims
toward further expanded rural electri-
fication within the Fifth District and
rural America. In this postwar period
alone, approximately 1,000 miles of new
power transmission lines have been built
within the Fifth District of Tennes-
see. It is my hope that rural elec-
trification can be extended to the farm
areas of all sections of our common
country, as each strong region makes for
a stronger Nation. Let us not take any
action here today which would reverse
this trend of progress. This progress
should continue for the general health
and well-being of all the Nation. The
power needs of the Federal Government
within the TVA area—including the TVA
Chemical Engineering Experiment Sta-
tion at Muscle Shoals, the Atomic
Energy plant at Oak Ridge, and the
various military establishments—consti-
tute an additional reason why this steam
plant should be authorized and justifies
the appropriation here requested.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, if the
United States Government is to keep
faith with the people and carry out its
responsibilities as the sole supplier of
power for a region of 80,000 square
miles—with 750,000 existing consumers
and more than 100,000 additional farms
to be served in the next few years, the
additional steam plant here requested is
required—certainly it should be provided
by Congress,
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Mr, Chairman, let me ask the mem-
bership of this House these questions:

Are we going to break our contract
and end our partnership with the people
of the Tennessee Valley area?

Are we going to close the door to any
further progress in the South?

Are we going to cripple the national
defense of our country?

Are we, in short, going to sell out to
the private power trusts and utilities
and stop our prosperity?

Are we going to go back to the days of
the private power monopolies?—To the
days of Insull, who had his yacht
anchored off the shores of New York
ready to set sail for parts of the world
unknown?

Are we, by our action here today, go-
ing to turn the clock back as far as the
future of America is concerned?

No, Mr, Chairman, I do not think so.
I certainly hope that the membership of
this House will not permit this to happen.
It is my hope that the Members of this
Congress will vote the modest sum re-
quested by the pending amendment to
the appropriation bill for the Tennessee
Valley Authority. I urge adoption of the
amendment, not only in behalf of the
people of Tennessee, but of all the people
of America.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MUHLENEERG].

Mr. MUHLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
it seems to me that we are losing part
of the real sense of this amendment
when we say that we may be for it or
against it based primarily on whether
or not the job may make a profit or
whether it is a good investment. I do
not believe that that small consideration
is what should decide our vote, because
it comes down to the larger guestion of
whether or not you believe the United
States should take money away from its
citizens by taxes and then to invest it
in any enterprise which it believes may
be profitable; and this is what we are
really deciding. If we are going to do
that, then we are doing something that
is questionable as far as our system of
government is concerned, the new prin-
ciple that because the Government can
make money, therefore it ought to be in
business. I do not believe that that is
the kind of legislation we ought to sup-
port. Let me say further, that the idea
that this is based on merely supplement- -
ing the power of falling water by an-
other means, and that therefore it is
merely incidental, seems to me to be
going far beyond the purpose of the orig-
inal legislation which never did, in my
,opinion, include the idea that there
should be something supplementary to
the falling water, but merely that in
multipurpose dams some way should be
found to make useful the power of the
falling water.

I do believe that when we go beyond
that we are going beyond the original
purpose of the act, and that is not in
the general interest of the taxpayers.
I trust the amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
Murpock].

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
take this time to ask the author of the
amendment a question. When I heard
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the amendment read I thought I should
like to know specifically what this added
$4.000,000 is to do.

Mr. GORE. Istated immediately after
offering the amendment that it was for
‘the purpose of restoring to the bill an
amount which was included in the
budget draft of the bill, of $4,000,000,
to be used to commence the construction
of a steam generating facility by the
TVA at New Johnsonville, Tenn. May I
point out further that instead of the cost
being $84,000,000, as has been repeatedly
cited here, the ultimate cost is to be
$54,000,000, and whatever appropriation
is made by the Congress for this item
will be included in the amortization plan
enacted by this Congress last year, by
which the total amount will be repaid
to the Government in 40 years, at which
time the Government will still own the
facility and its earning capacity.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Iam glad to get that
statement. Let me say I am heartily
in favor of the amendment. I wanted
the legislative history to showclearly just
what the money was being added for,
in case we adopt the amendment. Ihope
the amendment is adopted.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Clapp's answer
to a question by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CoupeErT] was this: “Our pres-
ent estimate is that this is an $84,000,000
project.”

Mr. GORE. If the gentleman will
yield, I do not find disagreement with
Mr. Clapp’s statement, but the program
of which he spoke contains not only the
steam-generating plant here proposed
but the installation of hydroelectric gen-
erators in dams already in existence.
It is a part of a program. The steam
plant itself will cost only $54,000,000.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
come from a part of the country where
we have to use every drop of water in
every way that is effective. One of those
ways is to create hydroelectric power.
With the variation that is found in the
flow of every river, we cannot get maxi-
mum power production unless we do have
stand-by plants.

It has always seemed ridiculous to me
that those who speak so highly of good
business practice will try to prevent the
Government from doing the very thing
that good business management always
does. It has been pointed out many
times during the debate that every
private utility producing electric power
with falling water necessarily has its
stand-by plants. It is good business to
doso. Itisa partof American efficiency,
and good business judgment to firm up
the hydroelectric power and thus be en-
abled to contract for the sale of the same
on a firm basis at a much higher rate,

Everyone knows that the cheaper the
power can be produced and sold the
greater the volume of sale of the power.
Talk about a planned economy of
scarcity—the monopolistic influence of
private power utilities who try to keep
production down and price up are rarely
able to do so to advantage to themselves
and always with inevitable harm to the
communities they are serving. Elec-

.
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tricity is one of the necessities of modern
life. To limit its production and its

availability to our people is about as .

wrong as to deprive them of air and
water., I have no quarrel with the pri-
vate utilities, excepting where they at-
tempt to thwart the production of public
power and thus throw a blight over a
community and tend to bring it into eco-
nomic bondage. With this in mind, I
am giving the amendment of the gentle-
man from Tennessee my full support.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetis
[Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
this matter is an issue which is far
greater than the $4,000,000 involved and
far greater than the starting and ulti-
mate building of the steam generating
plant proposed at New Johnsonville,
Tenn. This is a matter which concerns
many other projects in the future. If
this amendment is defeated, it is going to
have a serious effect on the development
of many sections of our country and in
the conservation and use by the people
of the natural resources in many sections
of our country.

We have to bear in mind in connection
with this project that private capital re-
fuses to or will not enter into this ac-
tivity and build it with its own money.
The purpose of certain private utilities
is to try to confine the TVA power opera-
tions to being only a byproduct of navi-
gation and flood-control developments,
and nothing else.

We have been through this fight for
15 years in this House. There is nothing
new in this fight, All through the years
those of us who view these questions from
a forward-looking or progressive angle
have been charged with either state so-
cialism or communism, or some other
harsh characterization. Today, in 1948,
this is nothing but the Government ex-
tending its secondary functions and pow-
ers to meet a situation in the interest of
the public where private capital has
either failed or is unable to enter into
the situation and give to the people of the
Tennessee Valley area the benefits that
this particular steam-generating plant
will bring to them. Our development of
power projects and the sale of power has
strengthened the private utilities and
strengthened private competitive busi-
ness. There has been nothing construc-
tive about it. It is consistent in this eco-
nomic age with the very necessities, pur-
poses, and objectives of our Government,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
JoNEs],

Mr, JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, it is unfortunate and regrettable
that sectionalism would become a fac-
tor in the consideration of this amend-
ment.

Indicative of the propaganda that has
been spread about is that the construe-
tion of the steam plant would jeopardize
industrial expansion outside of the area
served by TVA. This has been mani-
fested by letters reported in committee
hearings from various chambers of com-
merce and others, expressing hostility
toward TVA. No doubt, the authors of
such speculations have been the private
utilities whom they follow blindly.
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What the power companies are really
proposing is a ceiling on progress in the
Tennessee Valley, They would per-
petuate a poorer-than-average standard
for the region, in reckless disregard of
the fact that a region which is less pro-
ductive than it should be is a brake on
the prosperity of the entire Nation.

In short, even though the economy of
this area is still predominantly agricul=-
tural, they say there has now been
enough growth of industry in the Ten-
nesseé Valley. It must be stopped. At
first, ignoring the fact that nearly all
industries in the area buy their power
through the municipal and cooperative
distribution systems, they pretended so-
licitude for those systems by concen-
trating attention on the few large in-
dustries served directly by TVA. Then,
when it became generally understood
that the new steam plant was required
to meet the growing needs of the con-
sumers served by the municipalities and
cooperatives, the attacks were broadened
to include assaults on all industries in
the area. A campaign of opposition was
stimulated throughout the country.
Letters and telegrams are pouring into
Washington. The theme is identical,
frequently the words are the same,
They all protest the industrial develop-
ment in the Tennessee Valley. Some of
them assert that industries are moving
there from other regions of the country,
attracted by low-cost power. A few of
them accuse TVA itself of soliciting such
removal.

Such charges are false. Although
such activities are considered a legiti-
mate activity of every private power
company, TVA does not solicit industries
directly or indirectly. No single ex-
ample has ever been cited to support the
claim. Nor are industries moving to the
TVA area to the detriment of other re-
gions. It is true that industries have
been developing there as they have been
developing elsewhere, and the growth in
the TVA area since 1933 has been rapid.
The region is beginning to catch up with
the rest of the country. Private enter-
prise is thriving in the Tennessee Valley,
the people are more prosperous. Their
progress is a gain to the Nation. The
TVA was established to accomplish just
this objective.

Production everywhere must be in-
creased today; national security and
economic health require it. Everywhere
increased production depends upon an
increase in this Nation's power supply.
Almost every region is threateried with
a power shortage. Private power com-
panies are expanding their facilities, be-
latedly attempting to overtake the de-
mand they earlier denied, and, by their
denials, curtailed and discouraged,

Almost alone among the major power
companies the management of TVA has
kept abreast of the expanding require-
ment of a growing region. Now the pri-
vate power companies, hard pressed to
meet the rising demands of their own
consumers, are intervening to limit the
power supply to be available to the con-
sumers of this great public power system
in the future. In opposing the New
Johnsonville steam plant they are ask-
ing the Congress to duplicate in the area
served by TVA the restrictive practices
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they have fostered in the past in the
regions where they are responsible for
service.

In 1933 the per capita income of the
people in the TVA area was 43 percent of
the national average income. At the
present time it has increased to 58 per-
cent of the national average. At the
same time, we have grown in income to
the point that we pay approximately 6
percent of the national taxes, as com=-
pared with 3.4 percent before TVA.

It is inconceivable that any argument
could be sustained in the support of any
measure that has as its aim the suppres-
sion of the progress of the people of a
large section of the United States.

Let us refrain from indulging in emo-
tional and provincial thinking, and let
us resolve that America—to be strong—
must not have weak links, Let us recog-
nize that the progress of one section of
our country contributes to the progress
and the well-being of the whole.

If this amendment fails, we have sald
in effect to the American people that we
can vote $6,000,000,000 for the Marshall
plan for help in Europe, yet we are pres-
ently invoking the Morgenthau plan
against a section of our own United
States.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
CoOOPER].

Mr, COOPER. Mr. Chairman, it is
to be regretted that more adequate time
is not available for discussion of this
very important question. Most of the
remarks made here in opposition to the
pending amendment should have been
made in 1933 or 1938 or 1940 when legis-
lation with respect to the Tennessee
Valley Authority was under considera-
tion. Most of those remarks have no
application to the question under con-
sideration here today.

I rise in support of the amendment
offered by my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] who is a member of the commit-
tee in charge of this bill. The sole ques=
tion here presented for consideration is
whether or not the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, which has already been in ex-
istence for a decade and a half, and doing
a remarkable job, shall do the business-
like thing in carrying forward this great
program; whether they shall be allowed
the opportunity of doing the same thing
that all of the power companies of this
country do, that is, to provide for a stand-
by steam plant, to make it possible to pro-
vide firm power for the customers to be
served under this program. It is the
same type of policy that is followed by
every power company in the country.
It is in the interest of the Federal Gov-
ernment. It is in the interest of the
people of this country, because the peo-
ple own the Tennessee Valley Authority.
So the sole question presented is whether
or not the Congress will permit this
agency of the Government to do the
businesslike thing in carrying forward
this great program which has been au-
thorized by the Congress. You placed
upon those in charge of the TVA pro-
gram the responsibility and duty of con-
ducting the affairs in a businesslike
manner, and the adoption of this amend-
ment will assist them in doing so.

. Tennessee Electric Power Co.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]
has expired.

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Priest] is recognized for 214 minutes.

Mr. PRIEST, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorp,
and I yield back the remainder of my
time and ask unanimous consent that
such time as I have yielded back may be
granted to the gentleman from Texas,
the distinguished minority leader, Mr.
RAYBURN.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr, PRIEST]?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I want
to direct the attention of the Committee
to one vitally important consideration in
our discussion of this amendment. It
was pointed out in the minority report
that TVA is the sole supplier of electric
power in an area comprising 80,000
square miles in a portion of seven States
in which reside more than 65,000,000
American citizens.

Failure by the Congress to recognize
that fact, and to assume its obligation to
meet future as well as existing demands
for power in the area would be incon-
sistent with the principles and responsi-
bilities of representative government.

When in its wisdom the Congress
enacted the Tennessee Valley Authority
Act in 1933 it established as its objective
the full-scale development of the Ten-
nessee River for navigation, flood control,
and power.

One of the essential parts of the orig-
inal program was the wide distribution of
electric power at low cost.

Exercising clear ' constitutional au-
thority the Congress in 1939 enacted
amendatory legislation that authorized
the Tennessee Valley Authority to ac-
quire the existing properties of Tennes-
see Electric Power Co. and other com-
panies within the area and thus to be-
come the sole supplier of electric power
for the area.

Mr. Chairman, it seems crystal clear to
me that when the Congress in 1939, ap-
proved the acquisition of these proper-
ties as the soundest approach to the
elimination of a duplication of facilities,
and the removal of an unhealthy eco-
nomic situation, it was the congressional
intent that TVA should become the sole
supplier of electricity for the area.

The Senate committee report on the
bill authorizing this acquisition—S. 1796,
Seventy-sixth Congress—said in part,
and I quote:

The agreement reached by the Common-
wealth & Southern Corp. and the Tennessee
Valley Authority to carry out this sale of the
Properties
would end all such controversies and do
away with any possible competition between
the parties.

. . . L .

Notwithstanding the liberal price to be
paid for the properties included in the con-
templated sale, both the friends and critics
of the Tennessee Valley Authority as well
as the Commonwealth & Southern F
the real owner of the property to be sold,
are satisfied with the price agreed upon for
the sale of such properties, The elimination
of potentially wasteful competition in this
area would be a factor of major importance.
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An audit of the properties to be purchased,
made by the engineers of the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority, indicated that the value of
the properties involved in the contemplated
sale were not worth more than §70,000,000.
The difference between this sum and the total
consideration of 78,600,000 agreed upon can
be regarded as the cost of eliminating this
destructive competition, a competition dam-
aging and injurious both to the Tennessee
Valley Authority and to the private owner
of the properties to beé purchased (8. Rept.
189, 76th Cong., 1st sess. (1939), pp. 8-T).

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is wholly in=
conceivable to me that the Congress
could have reached a decision to elimi-
nate this competition and thereby estab-
lish TVA as the sole supplier of power
for the area without at the same time
recognizing the responsibility of TVA,
with congressional backing, to provide in
the future whatever facilities that cir-
cumstances might make necessary to
serve the area over which the Authority
had been given jurisdiction.

Can any Member of this House con-
ceive of the Congress taking action that
would have the effect of freezing the
power supply for a great area of the
country as of a certain date?

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, in the hear-
ings before the House Committee on
Military Affairs, which had House juris-
diction of the legislation affecting TVA
prior to the Reorganization Act, it was
clearly recognized that there was a pos=
sibility that additional generating facili-
ties, including steam-generating plants,
might become necessary.

During the hearings before that com-
mittee the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Crason] questioned
Mr, J. A. Krug, who at that time was
power manager for the TVA, in part, as
follows:

Mr, Crason. And the system of steam-gen=
erating plants you are getting from the Com=
monwealth & Southern, plus this water de=-
velopment that you contemplate, will be
sufficient to supply all of that area?

Mr. Ervuc. Yes.

Mr. CrasoN. And you would not expect to
have to build any more steam-generating
plants in the near future?

Mr, Ervuc. Not in the near future. I think
I should make it clear that in the power
business it is virtually impossible to plan for
longer than a 10-year period. Our plans run
over approximately 10 years, After that time
the load in this area will grow and additional
capacity wiil have to be installed at some
place in that area to take care of the growth
in that load, if the present upward trend in
the use of electricity continues,

L] - - L] -

Mr. CrasoN. But you have no plans now to
develop anything further that will require
any more steam-generating plants in this
area for the next 10 years?

Mr. Ervg. No, sir. (Hearing before sub-
committee of House Committee on Military
Affairs, 8, 1796, 76th Cong., 1st sess. (1839),
pp. 111-112))

I call your attention, Mr. Chairman,
to the emphasis apparently placed on a
10-year period by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Crasow] and Mr.
Krug. Bear in mind that these hearings
were held in 1939, and next year will
be 1949,

Mr, Chairman, without going into all
of the details, let me point out that the
entire legislative history of the TVA Act
proves without a single doubt that Con-
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gress, from the time it passed the orig-
inal act until this hour, has assumed that
construction of auxiliary or supplement-
ary steam generating plants might be
necessary. That assumption has been
implemented by congressional authority
in the past, and after the 1939 amend-
ment which made TVA the sole supplier,
there should no longer be even a remote
doubt of the congressional intent.

Bear in mind also, Mr. Chairman, that
as of today the TVA is obligated by con-
tract to supply power to a total of 140
municipal and REA cooperative distrib-
utors. These towns and rural distrib-
utors have signed contracts in good faith
with the Agency which the Congress has
established as their supplier of power.
They have a right to look to the Congress
to see that they are not frozen.

It is no more than simple justice to
these cities and farm cooperatives to pro-
vide for whatever additional generating
facilities may be necessary to furnish the
power for an expanding economy. I hope
very much the amendment of my dis-
tinguished colleague the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] is recognized.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, for a
long time I have been mixed up in this
fight between the public and private

“power, and power companies in particu-
lar. It happens that in 1935 I put
through this House, and it was passed by
the Senate, the Utility Holding Company
Act. Propaganda went throughout the
length and breadth of the country that
we were putting out of business the pri-
vate utility companies, but every right-
thinking operating utility in the United
States today that has local management
and local ownership is glad that they
were freed from Wall Street.

I am deeply regretful, coming from
the section of the country that I do by
birth, the district of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr, JENNINGS], to hear these
narrow appeals to sectionalism. It has
always been my thought that a thing
that made one section of our country
prosperous should be felt in every other
section of the country. We cannot im-
prove any particular section of the coun-
try without that being reflected in wages
and prices and employment in other sec-
tions of the country.

We have in this country two schools of
thought. One of them does not think
there ought to be any private utilities.
I do not belong to that school. There is
another school that does not think there
ought to be any public power. I do not
belong to that school. It has been dem-
onstrated in the section of the country
where I live, by a contract made with the
Southwest Texas Power Administration,
a private utility company, that they
can get along. They have a contract
that is mutually beneficial to both of
them, and they are getting along very
well. The power companies in that area,
even with that competition, with this
existing contract are making more
money than they ever made before in
their history.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
THOMAS],
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The gentleman from Texas does not
respond. e

Mr., GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I be given the
time allotted to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman can-
not do that. The fact that the gentle-
man may not be here at the moment does
not mean that he.will not be here in
another minute. :

Mr. GAVIN. I will let the Chair rule
on that. The gentleman is not ruling
on that decision.

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes, I am, too; be-
cause I am going to object to it.

Mr. GAVIN. It is not necessary to put
words in the mouth of the Chairman,
Let the Chairman speak for himself,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

- I\;Ir. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ect.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr, WINSTEAD] is recog-
nized for 215 minutes.

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment to re-
store to the bill $4,000,000 required to
build the proposed steam plant at New
Johnsonville, Tenn., by the TVA. It has
been pointed out that in 1939 the seri-
ousness of our national defense situation
entered into the authorization for TVA
to build a steam plant, and that being
true there was no question but that the
Government had a right to make provi-
sions for such a steam plant. If we could
think of no other reason, and the mi-
nority members of the committee have
pointed out many, the seriousness of
world conditions today provides ample
justification for building this steam
plant. The thinking and activities of the
membership of this Congress for months
have been in terms of preparedness and,
with the billions of dollars appropriated
for purposes yet to stand the test, it is
easy to see that business-as-usual is not
the order of the day.

The importance of TVA is to be seen in
the fact that the United States Govern-
ment has invested in the TVA power
system nearly $440,000,000 and that our
Government owns the TVA real prop-
erty, its generating plant, its distribut-
ing system, and its earning capacity.
‘We have been shown by the debate here
that the TVA alone supplies power to
this vast section of the country and that
in no other way can the growing de-
mands of this area be met. It has been
pointed out that the steam plant is noth-
ing new in the operation of a hydro-
electric system or a system which gen-
erates most of its electricity by water
power and is not even new to TVA opera-
tions. Furthermore, we know that where
hydro power is available for a greater
part of the year that there is a great ad-
vantage in having a steam plant to op-
erate during the dry months in order
that there may be a dependable flow of
power throughout the entire year.

The Tennessee Valley, as the sole sup-
plier of power in an area of 80,000 square
miles, parts of 7 States and 5,000,000
people, is an asset to the entire Nation
and should be developed to meet the de-
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mands for power in that area both now
and in the foreseeable future.

There is no doubt but that there is at
present a terrific power shortage, not
only in this section but throughout the
United States. Many people have been
seeking TVA for a great number of years
and countless rural homes are still wait-
ing to be supplied with electric power
which has been denied them due to the
heavy load now being carried by the
power systems in the sections waiting to
be served. The progress of this great
service should go forward, not backward.

I plead with you to provide this steam
plant to firm up this hydro power which
you provide in this bill. The Nation
needs this firm power; we need it for the
farmers of the Nation, for the munici-
palities of this region, but, above all, an
adequate supply of electricity is needed
for the atomic-energy plant at Oak
Ridge, and it is needed to provide the
aluminum for the 70-group air force you
provided today. As a member of the
Armed Services Committee I know such
an air force is the first move toward
peace.

Weeks ago I opened the fight for such
an air force because I knew it to be a
move toward peace. The Senate backed
this measure, 74 to 2, and in the House
of Representatives there were only three
dissenting votes. We must have such a
70-group air force, and, yet, all this will
be in vain unless we have the electricity
to provide the aluminum to build the
planes.

I plead with you to provide this steam
plant to firm up this new water power
and thereby make available 1,000,000,000
kilowatt-hours of electricity needed for
domestic use, and absolutely essential for
adequate national defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri, chairman of the com-
mittee [Mr. PLoESER], is recognized for
5 minutes, It is the understanding of
the Chair that the gentleman is claim-
ing 215 minutes of the 10 originally re-
served to the committee, in addition to
the 2% minutes allowed him because of
the fact that he was one of the Members
on his feet seeking recognition at the
time limitation was fixed.

Mr. PLOESER. That is right; and if
I do not consume the time, Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that it
still may be reserved for the committee,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, there
have been a lot of arguments go over the
dam in the last 2 days. The simple
fact is that the Committee on Appro-
priations decided after very exhaustive
study of the Tennessee Valley statutes,
its history, and the surrounding argu-
ments that have been presented legally
over the years that there was no author-
ity in the Tennessee Valley Act for an
authorization for the building of a steam
power plant. Based upon that opinion
the committee acted as it did.

I note that the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, a very distinguished
member of this commitiee, who does not
agree with the majority opinion of the
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committee, has offered an amendment
to the bill which merely increases the
eppropriated amounts by $4,000,000, but
deliberately avoids writing into the bill
a specific authorization naming the con-
struction of a steam power plant. That
may simply be an oversight or it may be
fear of the fact that there is mo such
authorization and that such an amend-
ment would not hold.

Mr, GORE, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PLOESER. I will in a moment,
but not right at this point.

We do not believe that there is au-
thority in the law for the construction
of this plant. You can twist these argu-
ments all you choose into public versus
private power, but the fact remains that
this committee has in its history per-
mitted the fulfillment of the program in
connection with the development of
hydro-electric power and the building of
such dams, despite the occasional propa-
ganda which has emanated from the
Tennessee Valley born of some govern-
ment source which has tried to accuse
the committee to the contrary.

I do not believe that even if this state-
ment passed—and I do not believe it will
pass—but should it pass, should you in-
crease the amount to $4,000,000—I do
not believe the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity has the authority to use it for the
construction of a steam power plant, and
I think before you have finished they will
find that they have $4,000,000 which can-
not be spent until there is legislative
authority which will necessarily have to
come from a legislative committee grant-
ing them the use of this money for that
purpose,

I do not believe in its wisdom that the
General Accounting Office could approve
the expenditure of this $4,000,000 for
that purpose.

You can argue all you want to the
contrary, you can satisfy any man's
natural ego, but in a degree it is a little
bit unfair to say to the people of the
Tennessee Valley, many of whom agree
with the arguments made by the pro-
ponents of the amendment that this $4,-
000,000 clears the track, gives them the
money to begin a great project that will
cost ultimately $84,000,000 to construct
steam plants and all incidental facilities
only to learn at a subsequent date that
the administration of the Tennessee
Valley Authority would not find in the
law sufficient authority and could not
obtain approval from the General Ac-
counting Office. That is based upon a
rather thorough study of the entire his-
tory of this case.

It is easy enough to go on making
arguments that we want a steam plant,
we need a steam plant, give us a steam
plant, but that is not the way to legis=-
late. Of course, the argument that if
you deny or give, authorize or not au-
thorize a steam plant for the Tennessee
Valley Authority applies to every other
hydroelectric project in the United
States. That argument borders on the
ridiculous. I cannot accept it myself.

I hope the committee will see fit, there-
fore, to stand by the Appropriations
Committee by voting against the pend-
ing amendment.
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Mr, Chairman, the proponents of the
amendment are well aware of the lack of
authority. Had language been offered
it is my opinion that it would have been
lost on a point or order.

The construction of a statute cited as
authority for an appropriation presents
one of the most difficult problems in
parliamentary procedure if that statute
fails to specifically authorize, in definite
terms, the proposed appropriation.
Various decisions of the Chair have dealt
with the complications presented in such
a case, but the most explicit statement
on the point is included in a decision by
the Honorable William J. Graham, of
Illinois, presiding in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union in 1922, when he stated:

First, the words of this act of November 2,
1921, must be given their falr and ordinary
interpretation; and second, it seems to the
Chair that the rule doubtless is that a strict
construction should be given to every au-
thority that is contalned in any act of this
kind. In other words, if there is doubt about
the authority 1t ought not to be construed
to be an authorization (7 Cannon 1218).

According to another decision the gen-
eral statement of purpose for which a
department is established, as set forth in
the organic act creating it, is not to be
construed as authorization for appropri-
ations not specifically provided for in
succeeding sections of the act providing
for bureaus designated to carry out the
declaration of purpose. In support of an
appropriation in 1919 for the Depart-
ment of Labor to advance the opportuni-
ties for profitable employment of the
wage earners of the United States the
statement of purpose—in almost identi-
cal language—included in the organic
act creating the Department was cited.
The chairman, the Honorable John N.
Garner, of Texas, sustained the point of
order. Two years lafer, in 1921, Mr.
Joseph Walsh, of Massachusetts, sus-
tained a point of order raised against a
similar appropriation under the same
purported authority—Seventh Cannon’s
Precedents, pages 1264, 1265.

A declaration of policy embodied-in a
statute has been held by the Chair not to
authorize appropriations for purposes
germane to the policy but not specifically
authorized by the acf. The Congress
had enacted a law declaring it “the policy
of the United States to do whatever may
be necessary to develop and encourage
the maintenance of a merchant marine,”
and that declaration was cited, in 1927,
as authority for an appropriation for
loans to purchasers of ships. The chair-
man, the Honorable James T. Begg, of
Ohio, held the appropriation -was not
thereby authorized—Seventh Cannon's
Precedents, page 1200.

A mere statutory reference to an office
was held, in 1921, not to be sufficient au-
thorization to warrant an appropriation
for pay of an incumbent, In that case it
was proposed to appropriate for pay of
Indian police. Indian police had been
mentioned in various acts of Congress
and had been appropriated for in a num=-
ber of annual appropriation acts but
when the point of order was raised by
the chairman, the Honorable Simeon D.
Fess, of Ohio, held that, since the laws
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cited did not specifically authorize their
appointment, the appropriation was not
in order—Seventh Cannon's Precedents,
page 1215,

Certainly there is no specific authority
in the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
for the construction of steam plants and
the appropriation may be supported only
by an interpretation of the act. The
general counsel of the Authority, in a
memorandum on the subject—page 1050,
hearings, Government corporations ap-
propriation bill, 1949—states as follows:

TVA’s statutory authority to construct
steam plants is clear. (See TVA Act, secs.
4 (1), (1), and (§); 14; 15.)

Section 4 (f) merely authorizes the
Board to purchase, lease, or hold real and
personal property.

Section 4 (i) authorizes the Board to
acquire real estate for the construction
of facilities,

Section 4 (j) sets forth the power of
the Tennessee Valley Authority to con-
struct dams, reservoirs, and so forth.
That part of the section which relates to
the construction of power houses and
power structures generally is quoted be-
low as follows:
and shall have power to acquire or construect
powerhouses, power structures, transmis-
sion lines, navigation projects, and ineci-
dental works in the Tennessee River and its
tributaries, :

Section 14 directs the Board to estab-
lish the value of the various properties of
the Authority and to allocate the cost
thereof to the various purposes of the act.
Steam plants are referred to only inci-
dentally in this connection.

Section 15 authorized the Tennessee
Valley Authority to sell bonds for use in
the construction of any future dams,
steam plants and other facilities, This
authority to sell bonds was subsequently
repealed so the entire section is without
present effect.

Section 4 is the section which deline-
ates the powers of the Authority. The
particular provision important to this
discussion is subsection 4 (j) wherein the
authority to construct power houses is
specific, and it is the only place in the
act where the authority to construect any
type of work or facility is definitely, di-
rectly and specifically stated. There-
fore, it must be looked upon as being the
basic authority for appropriations for
construction of facilities necessary to the
purposes of the act. When such a spe-
cific section exists in a law, the power of
the Chair to indulge in speculation as
to the meaning of other vague sections
of the act to justify a purpose which is
not included in the definite specifications
is greatly reduced.

Subsection (j) authorizes the Author-
ity to construct power houses and other
types of structures “in the Tennessee
River and its tributaries.” It seems only
logical to conclude that this section tends
to authorize only the construction of hy-
droelectric plants inasmuch as power-
houses” are specifically authorized for
construction “in the river” where cer-
tainly a steam plant could not be con-
structed.
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The purposes for which the Tennessee
Valley Authority was created are set forth
in section 1 of the act, as follows:

For the purpose of maintaining and oper-
ating the properties now owned by the United
States in the vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Ala.,
in the interest of the national defense and
for agricultural and industrial development,
and to improve navigation in the Tennessee
River and to control the destructive flood
waters in the Tennessee River and Mississippi
River Basins, there is hereby created a body
corporate by the name of the “Tennessee
Valley Authority.”

It should be noted that this section
does not mention development of power.

The board’s authority to sell power
founds in subsection L of section 5, which
reads as follows:

(L) To produce, distribute, and sell elec-
tric power, as herein particularly specified.

The use of the word “particularly” in
this section must have some especial sig-
nificance inasmuch as it is not used in
connection with the other powers vested
in the Board by section 5 or, for that
matter, in connection with the powers of
the Authority itself as set forth in section
4. It becomes important, therefore, to
determine just what is “particularly spec-
ified” in other sections of the act with
respect to authority to “produce, distrib-
ute and sell electric power.” Sections
9a and 10 delineate the powers of the
board, and of the authority, in this field.
The authority to sell power is set out in
section 10 as follows:

The Board is hereby empowered and au-
thorized to sell the surplus power not used
in its operations, and for operation of locks
and other works generated by it, to States,
counties, municipalities, corporations, part-
nerships, or individuals.

This section refers only to surplus
power.

Section 9 (a) authorizes the Board to
generate and market power in the follow-
ing words:

The Board is hereby directed in the opera-
tion of any dam or reservoir in its possession
and control to regulate the stream flow
primarily for the purposes of promoting
navigation and controlling floods, So far as
may be consistent with such purposes, the
Board is authorized to provide and operate
facilities for the generation of electric energy
at any such dam for the use of the corpora-
tion and for the use of the United States
or any agency thereof, and the Board is
further authorized, whenever an opportunity
is afforded, to provide and operate facilities
for the generation of electric energy in order
to avoid the waste of water power, to trans-
mit and market such power as in this act
provided, and thereby, so far as may be
practicable, to assist in liquidating the cost
or aid in the maintenance of the projects
of the Authority,

It should be noted that in this sec-
tion the Board is required to conduct the
operation of the dams and reservoirs
primarily for the purpose of promoting
navigation and flood confrol and that
the power to generate and dispose of
electricity is secondary to navigation and
flood control, and that the authority to
furnish power to other than Government
agencies is only “in order to avoid the
waste of water power.”
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In sections 11, 12, and 12a, the sale
of electric power is referred to but in
each instance the language of the act
meticulously refers to the sale of surplus

power.

Sections 22 and 23 of the act author-
jzes the President, in broad language,
to conduct surveys of the Tennessee
River Basin and to make plans there-
for looking toward the physical, eco-
nomic, and social development of the
area and to make recommendations to
the Congress with respect to such legis-
lation as he deems proper to carry out
the general purposes so stated, but in
enumerating the subjects on which he
may recommend legislation the follow-
ing is stated with respect to electric
power:

(3) The maximum generation of electric
power consistent with flood control and
navigation.

Clearly, that sentence, by its reference
to flood control and navigation, could
refer only to hydroelectric power.
There seems no question that the use of
the word “particularly” in section 5L
when read in conjunction with other pro-
visions of the act delimits the power of
the TVA to the sale of its surplus hydro-
produced power.

There is no provision in the act which
gives the TVA any authority whatever
to construct power facilities, to generate
electric power, or to sell electric power,
except as the manufacture of such power
may be incidental to the primary pur-
poses set forth in the act—navigation
and flood control—and as such electric
power as is offered for sale is surplus to
its own requirements. Indubitably the
power business of the TVA is purely an
incidental business and authority of law
for appropriations fér its power activi-
ties must therefore be even more spe-
cific than for the primary purposes of
the act. Consequently, it does not seem
appropriate to indulge in strained in-
terpretations of indirect references in
the act to support the contention that
there is authority for the construction
of steam plants. It must be concluded
that no such authority subsists, inasmuch
as, first, there is no specific authority in
such act for the construction of steam
plants; second, the authority of the
Board to sell power is restricted to the
selling of surplus power; and third, the
construction of steam plants would be
only for the purpose of putting the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority in the power
business as a primary rather than an
incidental objective.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
CLEVENGER].

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman,
TVA itself admits that it is within 500,-
000 kilowatt-hours of the ultimate
hydro development in its valley; that the
dam sites now existing on the various
rivers down there will complete all the
possible hydroelectric installations.

I have not taken any time in general
debate, but I do for a moment wish to
direct attention to page 462 of the hear-
ings to an exchange between Mr. Clapp
and myself as to the cost of generating
power at the Watts Bar steam plant.
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(The information requested follows:)
Generating costs—Data for fiscal year 1947
[Mills per kilowatt-hour of net generation]

v TVA | Watts
hydro |Barstcam
plants plant

Ty b R SRS SR 0.23 244
AINLENANCE. « cee e e emec e e .05 .25
Total production expense___ 28 2.69
Provision for depreciation......... .36 .74

iy, ) CIEP N ety gk S P el .64 3.43

Mr, Crarp, We will supply those figures,
and I think too, that you will be interested
in the report of this committee a year ago.

Mr. CLEVENGER, Obviously. 5

I cannot take too much of your time
at present. But you will see that the
production at the Watts Bar steam plant
is 10 times the cost of hydro production.
You will see also that the cost of main-
tenance is 5 times as much per kilo-
watt-hour. If you are going to embark
on this proposition of providing steam
plants I want you to consider that you
are going into a field in which they
themselves say the cost will be 10 times
as great and maintenance 5 times as
much.

I want to remind you too that the
Monsanto Chemical Co., one of the
benefictaries of this cheap power down
there is building a new plant near Day-
ton in my State. A lot has been said
here about Insull, Wall Street, and pri-
vate companies. As the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CoupErT] said yes-
terday, less than 33%; percent of the
power developed down there at present
is going to the preferred customers. The
Monsanto Chemical Co. is building a
great plant south of Dayton, in my State,
but they are preparing to buy their power
and pay for it. They are not asking the
United States Government to come into
Ohio and build a power plant there.

It just sort of borders on the ridiculous
to sit through the committee hearings
with these wonderful gentlemen on the
minority side, without any heat, with-
out any recrimination, without any
charge of sectionalism, and then hear
them on the floor, these special pleaders,
make these arguments. They simply
set-up straw men, then knock them
down. It is a question of those who
want to continue to feed at the public
trough., The municipalities and co-
operatives are and can be supplied for
any foreseeable period of time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Chairman, as we
come to the conclusion of debate on this
amendment, there are, in my opinion,
some facts that have not been clearly
brought out by various Members who
have discussed this matter on the floor.

The Tennessee Valley Authority is the
only utility in a big section of our coun-
try. It is the only source of power for
parts of 7 States, for 80,000 square
miles of territory, and 5,000,000 citizens.
Whether the Congress was right in so
providing is a moot question, because
the Congress so decided and today this
5,000,000 people can look only to the TVA
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for power. If the people in that area are
to get electricity, it must come from the
TVA, because that is the only utility. All
utilities in other sections of the United
States are putting up steam plants and
increasing their producing facilities to
meet the needs of the public, and if you
turn this amendment down today you are
saying to the TVA region and that region
alone, “You cannot do what they are
doing in every other section of the United
States,” and that is to increase the pro-
duction of electricity in an effort to meet
the needs and the demands of the people
of your section., The TVA is a fact. It
is a utility. As someone has said, it is a
monopoly in this area. A public utility
is a monopoly in practically every other
section of the United States. To provide
otherwise would be to have duplicate
lines, duplicate facilities, and increased
costs.

Now, I would like to call your attention
to another fact in this case. Opponents
of this amendment raise the question of
the legality of the TVA building a steam
plant: Who raises that question? Those
who would vote against this amendment
if they knew there was all the authority
in the world for such construction; those
who have been led to believe that devel-
opment of the TVA region has hurt
them—when in truth the development of
the TVA area has given markets greater
than ever before existed. There is not
a one who raises the question of author-
ization who would vote for this amend-
ment, regardless of what the law is. Let
us see if a steam plant is anything new.
When the TVA took over Wilson Dam
constructed in 1918, they took over the
hydro units, and they also took over a
steam plant. When the TVA bought the
hydroelectric power units of the Com-
monwealth & Southern they bought with
it steam plants, all with the approval of
this Congress. What is the difference in
buying and operating a steam plant and
building and operating a steam plant?
However, in 1939 this Congress specifical-
ly authorized the TVA to build a steam
plant, they did build it, and today the
TVA operates five steam plants in con-
nection with their hydro power system.

It has always been recognized that
steam power to firm up hydro power is
essential for the maximum benefit of the
hydro or water power. It was recognized
as stated when Wilson Dam was built.
This fact was recognized by Common-
wealth & Southern and by this Congress.
Last year the TVA developed 1,000,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity by
steam. Why? Because during the dry
seasons the hydro capacity is low; it must
be raised by steam in order to make de-
pendable the hydro power available most
of the year., Under the TVA Act dams
were built on the Tennessee River for
flood control and navigation, just as we
have done in every other section of the
United States. In arguments made here
this is complained of. In North and
South Dakota alone this Congress has
provided for the spending of more money
for flood control than has ever been
spent in the TVA area for flood control,
navigation, and electric current all com-
bined, or so I am advised.

Now, we provided nothing more than
was provided in other sections when we
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provided for flood control and naviga-
tion in the Tennessee Valley. But here—
and I think it was wise, and I think it
ought to be done in other sections, but
whether you agree with that or not, it
was done—we provided that as long as
the reservoirs were kept sufficiently
empty to provide reservoir space for
flood control, and as long as the water
was kept high enough to provide naviga-
tion, under the TVA Act the TVA,
within those limits, was directed fo
manufacture all the electricity that
the water power would produce, so as not
to waste water power. Now, we all recog-
nize that need. To fully utilize that
power some provision had to be made to
supply power needs during the dry sea-
sons, steam-generated power was neces-
sary. The Commonwealth & Southern
recognized it. In the building of Wilson
Dam we recognized it. This Congress
recognized it.in 1939 when we autherized
the construction of the Watts Bar steam
plant by TVA. If you have waterpower
only a part of the year, it is common
sense in the dry season to operate a
steam plant so as to make the water
power firm on a year-round basis.
There is not a man here that would want
to sign up with any company, TVA or
otherwise, for electricity, when he knew
he could obtain such electricity only
when waterpower was available. You
want permanent, dependable, reliable
power. The TVA last year generated a
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity by
steam, and as a result they sold from
14,000,000,000 to 15,000,000,000 kilowatt-
hours of electricity from waterpower and
steam. Without the 1,000,000,000 kilo-
watt-hours of steam electricity, they
would have been able to sell only 9,-
000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of firm elee-
tricity.

In this bill more than a quarter of a
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity from
water power is provided for the TVA in
new hydro generators. If the steam
plant is added to firm up that water
power, 1,000,000,000 more kilowatt-hours
of electricity will be made available to
a Nation crying for electricity—not to
the TVA region alone, but the country,
because any surplus of electrical power
the TVA has, is today, and will be made
available to the private utilities. They
get it now. They want all they can get
from the TVA. Last year this Congress
said the TVA must repay to the Gov-
ernment the money invested in power
facilities. Of course, after the Govern-
ment is repaid the TVA will still belong
to the TVA, Last year a payment of
more than $10,000,000 was made. The
TVA will make another payment this
year, The TVA made a profit because
by the use of steam to firm up this
water power they were able to sell from
3,000,000 to 5,000,000 more kilowatt-
hours of electricity than they would have
been able to do in the absence of steam,
power.

If this new hydro power provided by
this bill is firmed up it will mean $2,-
000,000 per year net profit to the TVA
and thus to the Government. If it is
not firmed up, it must be sold at dump
rates as undependable electricity and if
the private companies can firm it up
they make this profit.

May 11

It is my judgment that since the
private utilities cannot meet their own
needs they cannot firm up this power.
But, if the majority is sincere in its
efforts to protect the Government's in-
vestment, why do they not firm up this
additional hydro power provided in this
bill if thereby they can make more de-
pendable electricity available.

Today the entire Nation faces a crifi-
cal power shortage. There is less than
two-tenths of 1 percent margin of
safety between the amount of power
used and the amount of power that is
available. Today we are right on the
brink of having insufficient power to
nmeet our domestic needs. Many private
companies are having to ask their cus-
tomers to cut down, street lights are
dim, Navy vessels are being used, electri-
cal appliances are being damaged, all be-
cause of the national shortage. I donot
see how the Congress could afford to
pass up this opportunity to make an-
other 1,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of
electricity firm and dependable. When
you provide the extra hydro in this
bill and a steam plant in addition not
only makes this 1,000,000,000 kilowatt-
hours dependable and reliable in time
of great national need, but actually will
result in $2,000,000 net profit to the Gov-
ernment over the amortization of the
cost of the steam plant. If you do not
do this the new hydro power must be
sold as dump power, power that is not
firmed up. If you do not permit the
TVA to firm this power up, in my opin-
ion, they are going to have to continue
to sell it at cheap rates to big industry,
which can run when the power is avail-
able and close down when it is not, and
yet that is what the opponents of this
amendment say they object to.

Today we have passed through this
Congress an appropriation for a 7T0-
group air force. That air force is on
paper. It is going to take planes, and
planes are going to take aluminum,
That aluminum must largely come from
the Tennessee Valley, if power is avail-
able. In the Tennessee Valley area we
have the Oak Ridge plant manufactur-
ing atomic bombs and largely supplied
by TVA power. It is requiring today
great amounts of electricity and it will
take more in the future. I say to you
that if you do not grant this steam plant
today you are saying to the country that
1,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electri-
city that the country needs shall not be
made available as firm, dependable power
because we do not want to add a steam
plant to go with the new hydro power
provided for by this bill where there are
already 5 steam plants which you have
provided for the hydro power already in
operation by the TVA. You say you are
not interested in the $2,000,000 annual
net profit to the Government that would
come from the tying of the steam plant
into the hydro system—and yet you
claim you want the TVA to return the
amount invested to the Treasury.

No, the people of other sections have
been led to believe that the development
of this area has been at their expense.
This is not true. If all undeveloped sec-
tions could be developed, it would help
all the rest of the country. The added
purchasing power and goods purchased
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in this area is tremendous and provides
a great new market for products from
all sections of the United States. .

The Nation needs this extra firm
power a steam plant would bring to the
new hydro units provided in this bill
The Government needs the $2,000,000
net profit which would resulf, to pay for
our investment in the TVA. I cannot
see how, in view of our dire shortage of
electricity, anyone could oppose the con-
struction of this plant. Since this is the
only source of power in the area you
should want this utility to meet the
needs of the people it serves, The
private utilities will get any surplus they
have.

If the Republican leadership today
turns down this amendmenf, in my
opinion, you demonstrate that as a party
you are not only against the develop-
ment of public power, but are for stran-
gling that which we have. You are for
continuing our present shortage and for
giving this $2,000,000 that the TVA could
net from this great natural resource to
the private power interests.

Today you make your record and I
think for whatever it may be worth, if
you defeat this amendment you say to
the States of Tennessee and EKentucky,
and others as well, and to the great West
and Midwest, the Republican Party is
opposed to public power development.
Not only that, but it is opposed to per-
mitting the production of the maximum
power where public power already exists.
I do not believe you want to go to the
country with any such record.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr,
CoupeRT].

Mr. COUDERT. Mr. Chairman, I
wonder if there has ever been a time in
the history of this House when so much
energy and persuasive eloguence has
been spent for the benefit, the special
benefit, the special privilege of the Alu-
minum Co. of America, the Monsanto
Co., and all the other great industrials
who will be the only direct and immedi-
ate beneficiaries of this steam plant.

The gentleman from Mississippi who
has just had the floor made an impas-
sioned plea for more power in the Ten-
nessess Valley, “If this steam plant is
not provided, the Tennessee Valley will
run short of power.” What is the matter
with those great companies who are pres-
ently cashing in on the subsidized cheap
power? Cannot each one of those com-
panies build a steam plant for its own
surplus requirements just as cheaply as
can the taxpayers of the United States?
Is there any reason, even, why some of
the great cities and municipalities of the
area should not build their own steam
plants? As to those municipalities, that
necessity of course will not arise, as was
pointed out yesterday and repeatedly
today, because the present production of
hydroelectric energy by the present in-
stallations of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority is entirely ample to meet the de-
mands of the municipalities and cooper-
atives as far as the imagination can see,
and it was so admitted and conceded
without reservation by Mr. Clapp, who is
Chairman of the Tennessee Valley
Authority.
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Much has been made of the funda-
mental principle of public development
of electric water power. There is noth-
ing in this bill which in any way, shape,
or form limits hydroelectric develop-

ment or limits the right of TVA to take,

advantage of the water-power resources
of the valley. The bill carries $29,000,-
000 for the development of new and
additional generators, 11 of which will
produce 400,000 more kilowatts when
completed in the next year or two, which
is almost 20 percent additional capacity.
In addition to that, TVA will shortly
have the benefit of 200,000 more kilo-
watts to be generated from new dams
constructed by the Corps of Engineers
on the Cumberland River. So that you
can look forward to 600,000 more kilo-
watts of power to be distributed by -the
TVA in the next 2 or 3 years. BSo it is
quite obvious that the steam plant is not
needed for the fundamental purposes of
TVA, which was to supply its byprod-
uct—electric energy—to the preferred
class of customers in the valley, to wit,
municipalities and cooperatives. There-
fore, what does this steam-plant pro-
posal in effect do? It in effect marks
a departure—a radical and fundamental
departure—from the initial purposes of
Congress in the enactment of the TVA
enabling law. It marks a departure
from the philosophy of TVA accepted by
David Lilienthal, whom no one can
charge with being reactionary in mat-
ters of TVA or public power. In the
committee report we quote that same
distinguished gentleman who is now
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission testifying before a joint commit-
tee of the Congress. In his testimony
he points out most emphatically the
fundamental difference between TVA
and a public utility. Says he:

A public-utility company has no problem
of increasing demands. It merely builds
new facilitles,

“TVA, however,” says he, “huilds its
dams not in response to the power-
market situation, but only in response to
the demands of navigation and flood
control,” which were the initial and pri-
mary purposes for which TVA was orig-
inally set up. Therefore, if this amend-
ment is adopted, you will not only fly in
the face of the initial purpose of TVA,
you will not only completely flaunt con-
stitutional limitations, you will not enly
fly in the face of a normal and proper
construction of the act and the limita-
tions of authority contained in the act,
but you will be opening the door wide to
unlimited development of TVA as, pri-
marily a great utility system, by per-
mitting the construction of 1, 2, 10, 20
steam plants—there is no limit. You
will be passing beyond the phase of de-
velopment of water power into the phase
of subsidizing a great unlimited public
utility for the benefit of a small percent-
age of the American population who
have the good fortune to reside in the
Tennessee Valley and those few great
industrialists and their stockholders who
had the good sense to move in and take
advantage of that cheap power. It be-
comes, in effect, the Tennessee Valley
versus the United States and all the
other taxpayers. You are confronted
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with Mr, Lilienthal on one hand and Mr,
Clapp on the other. It is not just a
question of the steam plant, it is a ques-
tion of the fundamental principles in-
volved. Is the United States at this
time, by means of an appropriation bill
to determine a great question of policy,
to wit, shall we establish a great Gov-
ernment utility to be subsidized by the
taxpayers of the Nation for the benefit of
a small group of people who live in the
Tennessee Valley? That is the funda-
mental issue, That is the issue which
the committee believes should be decided
only after the full and careful consid-
eration afforded by proper hearings be-
fore the appropriate legislative commit-
tee of the House.

I therefore urge that the amendment
be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Cou-
DERT] has expired.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, several proponents of the
amendment to increase the appropria-
tion for TVA by $4,000,000, the four mil-
lion to be used to start the building of a
steam-generating power plant, have
complained that sectionalism has been
injected into this debate. I have not
heard anyone who opposes this appro-
priation state that this was a question
involving sectionalism.

I recognize the fact the TVA is a going
concern. We have spent hundreds of
millions of dollars in developing TVA
and while I was not a Member of Con-
gress when the Government embarked
on this program, I have on several occa-
sions supported recommendations made
by the administration for the further de-
velopment of the TVA area.

The question before us today is dif-

ferent from any we have previously con-
sidered. It is admitted that this is the
first appropriation for an $84,000,000
steam-generating power plant. By no
stretch of the imagination can anyone
claim that flood control or navigation is
involved in any way.
- No one can successfully contend that
the taxpayers of the United States are
not subsidizing those who purchase elec-
tric energy from the TVA. Can there be
any sound justification for having the
Federal Government pay part of the
electric-power bill for consumers of
electricity in an expanded TVA pro-
gram?

If we build a huge steam plant in
Tennessee it will not be long before the
Members from California will ask for
an appropriation for steam plants in
the Central Valley area. That predic-
tion is strengthened by listening to the
statement of the distinguished Member
from the Central Valley area, the gentle-
man from California, Congressman
Leroy JoHNSON, who has today spoken
in support of the amendment now be-
fore us. Following the request for steam
plants in California there will come like
requests from every other area in which
we now are developing at Federal ex-
pense hydroelectric energy. A few years
from now and the taxpayers of the
United States will be subsidizing the
electric-power bills of about a third of
the people of the United States. The
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next logical step would be to nationalize
the electric-power industry in the United
States.

A great deal has been said during this
debate about the power supplied by TVA
for the war industries located in that
area. I want the record to show that
in my State, and I believe the same can
be said of all of the Eastern States, that
not a single hour’s production was lost
during the war years by failure. of the
privately owned public power companies
to provide the necessary electric energy.

In his state of the Union message to
Congress President Truman urged that
private business expand their various in-
dustries, thereby increasing the produc-
tion of needed consumer goods, making
available new investment opportunities
and as a direct result of such expanded
business activity increase the revenues
of the Federal Government. If the Fed-
eral Government is going to sef up un-
fair competition for private business
where, I ask you, will the needed tax
revenues come from in the future.

I wish that before this debate comes
to an end some proponent of the re-
quested appropriation would tell us just
how much the TVA program has cost
the Federal Treasury, the State treas-
uries in that area, and the local com-
munities who would otherwise be now
collecting taxes from privately owned
public utilities. In my own State of
Connecticut our electric light and power
companies in the year 1946 paid taxes to
local, State, and Federal governments
amounting to almost $12,000,000. On
the basis of the kilowatt-hours sold to
consumers this tax amounts to 4.81 mills
or about a half a cent per kilowatt-hour,
In other words, if these companies did
not pay taxes they could reduce their
charge for electric power by about one-
half a cent per kilowatt-hour without
reducing their profits and without re-
ducing wages of their employees.

I accept the opinion of the subcom-
mittee who have reported this bill to us
in their finding that there is no author-
ity in law for the appropriation of funds
for the building of a steam plant. If
those who are charged with the respon-
sibility of administering the TVA Act
now want that authority, I believe they
should come in with legislation request-
ing such authority and in that way
give the Congress an opportunity to
thoroughly debate the issue involved
from every possible angle.

I strongly urge the defeat of the pend-
ing amendment.

“The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel.

Mr. GORE. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair-
man appointed Mr. ProEser and Mr.
GorE to act as tellers.

The Committee divided; and the tell-
ers reported there were—ayes 120, noes
1517. R

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to ask the gentleman from Texas whether
he knows of any other amendments to be
offered and whether he would object to

considering the bill as read, amendments
to any paragraph of the bill to be—

Mr. MAHON. Imay say to the gentle-
man from Missouri that I personally
know of no other amendment to be offered
from this side, There may, however, be

‘other amendments.

I have no objection to considering the
bill as read.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read, the bill to be open to
amendment af any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri? .

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there a point of
order against any of the remaining para-
graphs of the bill? The Chair will enter-
tain them at this time. Points of order
will not be entertained after the con-
sideration of an amendment has been
undertaken. [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word of the section referring to the
RFC. That section of this bill which con-
tains the appropriations for the admin-
istration of the RFC reminds us that
the Committee on Appropriations, and
perhaps this particular subcommittee,
has a very important job to do. Under
the European recovery program, now
called the economic cooperation plan, the
RFC was authorized, as I understand it, to
advance $1,000,000,000 to get the program
started. I think it is important that this
House should know what that money is
being spent for, and in particular, I want
to ask this subcommittee how much, if
any, of this appropriation we are dis-
cussing today, is being used for the ad-
ministration of the foreign-aid program,
thus in effect adding indirectly to the ap-
propriation the Subcommittee on Defi-
ciency Appropriations is discussing for
foreign aid. We should know it, Mr.
Chairman, if the administration asks for
money for one purpose, and uses it for
some other purpose; or if it asks for
money for one agency, and then imple-
ments the appropriation by using funds
allotted another agency.

This leads me directly, Mr. Chairman,
to another phase of the presently con-
fused subject of foreign aid. For more
than a year, since the distinguished oc-
cupant of the White House decided there
had to be a foreign policy named after
him, instead of just a foreign policy cred-
ited to his predecessor, we have been told
that we were working to “contain com-
munism.” The idea is alliterative but de-
ceptive. First, we had the Truman doc-
trine. To the obvious embarrassment
of General Marshall—excuse me, Secre-
tary Marshall—who had only a few weeks
before he told the Chinese National Gov-
ernment that it would have to combine
with Communists, to receive any more
United States aid, we told the nations of
Europe they would get no aid from us,
unless they separated completely from
the Communists.

As the European recovery plan de-
veloped, the idea was whooped up that by
our mighty efforts and great sacrifices,
we would prevent the further spread of
communism in Europe, This may also
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embarrass Secretary Marshall—who is
without question an honest man person-
ally, and who doubtless wishes he were
just Mr. Marshall—for I now read by the
papers that we are still shipping scrap
iron to Czechoslavakia, behind the iron
curtain. I read that when the head of
one of our organizations in Germany
called a halt to this practice, the freeze
order was countermanded by higher au-
thority. Mr. Marshall might like to ex-
plain how this contains communism. I
would also like to know if it is true that
designs and specifications of our more
recent aircraft, furnished by agreement
to one of our most trusted allies, also
found their way back of the same iron
curtain, through the socialistic govern-
ment now controlling that nation. Does
that contain communism?

These are two ot many incidents.
Ships loading at a New Jersey port, with
important machinery and supplies for
Russia, at the same time the President
was talking about containing commu-
nism., The entire output of locomotives
from one American manufacturer going
to Russia. In a recent speech, Mr. W.

Averell Harriman, our new Ambassador,

at Large, or should I say largess, who was
approved for that job by another body of
the Congress at the same time the House
of Representatives was demanding he re-
lease a letter from Mr. J. Edgar Hoover
of the FBI, which formed the basis for
an entirely proper question concernlng
the security factor in keeping a much-
publicized scientist on the job he still
holds in the Department of Commerce;
in that speech Mr. Harriman is reported
to have said, “This country has embarked
on a program to face Communist ag-
gression.” In the same speech Mr, Har-
riman is also reported to have advo-
cated “increased trade between western
Europe and Russia, to break down bar-
riers between them” and that he added
that “the United States would be ready
it& (-fxtend a friendly hand to the Krem-

‘When I was in college there used to be
a joke about one of the professors who
was reported to have spoken of going out
of the room with his back to the door in
front of him. Mr. Harriman is the only
other person in my experience who could
undoubtedly perform this rather difficul
feat. .

The truth of the matter is, Mr, Chair-
man, that no nation of Europe, and no
intelligent Member of this Congress, and
no understanding citizen of the United
States has the slightest idea that the
Truman doctrine, nor the Marshall
plan, nor ERP, nor ECA, will contain
communism. The only thing that will
contain communism is strength, sup-
ported by courage and determination,
and backed by a firm and unchanging
foreign policy on the part of the State
Department of the United States.

Mr. Hallvard Lange, the Foreign Min-
ister of Norway, was undoubtedly ex-
pressing the attitude of all foreign min-
isters when he was quoted in the Nor-
wegian News of Brooklyn on March 4,
1948, as saying that—

Instead of hampering trade with eastern
Europe, the Marshall plan presupposes an
increased commerce between eastern Eurape
(i. e., Russia) and the 16 countries.
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Mr. Lange continued:

Thus, we have during the past 2 months
signed a new trade treaty with the Soviet
Union which for 1948 will give us one-third
of our needs of our bread grains in exchange
for herring, whale oil, and similar products,
Our trade with Poland brings us coal in ex-
change for fish, horses, and industrial prod-
ucts; and in the near future we will begin
discussions with Czechoslovakia for a new
trade treaty. In the same manner we hope
to expand our commerce with Hungary,
Yugoslavia, and the eastern European states
where our trade is now small,

Understand me, Mr. Chairman, I am
not objecting now to this trade between
European countries, particularly when it
is confined to non-war-making com-
modities. But I rise to remark that we
should be honest about it, and that the
State Department should be honest with
the American people. I want the House
Committee on Appropriations to take
time enough to find out, for all of us,
whether this is a program to contain
communism or one which in reality ex-
tends a friendly hand to communism. I
want that committee to find out just
what is going behind the iron curtain
from this country, and how, and who
pays for it. I want to know these an-
swers, and some other answers along the
same lines, before the Members of Con-
gress are asked to vote billions of hard-
earned money, belonging to the men,
women, and children of the United
States. I do not want that money used
largely to keep alive and underwrite
Socialist and Communist governments in
Europe.

The pro forma amendment was with-
drawn.

Mr. HESELTON, Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, it may seem inappro-
priate, with the temperatures we are
enjoying here at this time, to raise this
question which I have done repeatedly
throughout this session. But I think no
one who has had an opportunity to read
the report of the Subcommittee on
Armed Services, which was recently
published, dealing with the situation
confronting us as a nation in terms of
the lack of petroleum and petroleum
products, will take issue with the ques-
tions I wish to address to the chairman
of the committee with reference to the
committee’s intention as to expenditures
of the appropriations in this bill. I con-
fess I have found very little in the hear-
ings or in discussing the matter with the
committee that would indicate any sub-
stantial amount of new installations or
proposed conversion from coal to oil.

However, in connection with the Pan-
ama Railroad there is a provision for
dieselizing a number of locomotives in
that area. That raises the question
which is before us even in this country in
terms of the wise extension of Diesel
power on our railroads at a time when
none of us know whether we are going to
be in a fuel-oil shortage next winter, or
whether we are going to be, in fact, able
to provide the necessary and essential
petroleum products with which to oper-
ate our military services. I assume, too,
that in connection with the operation of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency,
both directly and probably indirectly,

this very problem is involved. I have
talked with the chairman. I know he is
in accord with the sensible operation of
any kind of conservation of our fuel re-
sources.

I simply want to ask this question for
the record and for the guidance of those
who have to spend these funds: Is it the
committee’s intention that there shall
not be new installations of oil-burning
equipment or conversion from coal to oil
equipment except where it can be clearly
demonstrated that that is economically
wise in areas where there may not be any
such problem to meet?

Mr. PLOESER. The gentleman can
certainly feel sure that that is the opin-
ion of the chairman of the subcommittee,
and I think it is probably safe for me to
express that as the opinion of the entire
subcommittee. I know of no exception
to that opinion.

Mr. HESELTON. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise
and report the bill back to the House
with the recommendation that the bill
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Grant of Indiana, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H. R. 6481) making ap-
propriations for Governmenit corpora-
tions and independent executive agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1949, and for other purposes, had di-
rected him to report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the
bill do pass.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill to final
passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
{.)he engrossment and third reading of the

ill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time. ;

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GORE. In its present form, I am,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman
qualifies. The Clerk will report the mo-
tion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

. Mr. Gore moves to recommit the bill to the

Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions to report it back to the House forth-
with with the following amendment: On page
2, line 9, strike out “$27,389,061” and insert
“$31,389,061”; and in line 13 strike out “$21,-
689,000” and insert “$25,689,000.”

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. GORE. On that, Mr. Speaker, I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 152, nays 192, not voting 87,

as follows:

Abbltt
Abernethy
Alpert

Allen, La.
Andrews, Ala.

Blatnik
Bloom
Boges, La.
Bonner
Brooks
Brown, Ga.
Bryson
Buckley
Bulwinkle
Burleson
Byrne, N. Y.
Camp
Cannon
Carroll
Celler
Chapman
Chenoweth
Colmer
Combs
Cooley
Cooper
Courtney
Cox
Cravens
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Tenn.
Delaney
Dingell
Donghue
Doughton
Douglas
Durham
Eberharter
Ellsworth
Evins
Fallon
Feighan
Fernandez
Fisher

Allen, Calif,
Allen, Ill.

Anderson, Calif. Devitt

Bakewell
Banta
Bates, Mass.
Bennett, Mich.
Bennett, Mo.
Bishop
Blackney
Boggs, Del.
Bolton
Bradley
Bramblett
Brehm
Brophy
Brown, Ohio
Buck
Buffett
Burke
Busbey
Byrnes, Wis.
Canfield
Carson
Case, N. J.
Chadwick
Chiperfield
Church
Clason
Clevenger
Coffin

Cole, Eans.
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.
Corbett
Cotton
Coudert
Crawford
Crow
Cunningham
Curtis
Dague

[Roll No. 69]

YEAS—152
Forand Morris
Garmats Morrison
Gary Murdock
Gathings Murray, lenn.
Gordon Norblg 5}
Gore Norton
Gorskl O'Brien
Gossett Pace
Granger Passman
Grant, Ala. Patman
Gregory Peden
Hagen Peterson
Hardy Phillips, Tenn,
Harless, Ariz.  Pickett
Harrison Poage
Havenner Preston
Hays Price, Fla.
Hill Price, 111
Holifield Priest
Horan Rains
Huber Rankin

ull Rayburn
Tsacson Redden
Jackson, Wash. Regan
Javits Richards
Jennings Riley
Johnson, Callf. Rockwell
Jones, Ala Rogers, Fla
Karsten, Mo. Sabath
Kefauver Badowskl
Kelley Sasscer
Kennedy Smathers
Eerr Smith, Va
Kilday Somers
King Bpence
Klein Stanley
Lanham Btockman
Lesinski Teague
Lucas Thomas, Tex.
Lynch Tollefson
McCormack Trimble
MecMillan, 8. C. Vinson
Mack Wheeler
Madden Whitten
Mahon Whittington
Manasco Williams
Mansfield Wilson, Tex.
Marcantonio  Winstead
Mills ‘Wood
Monroney Worley
Morgan

NAYS—192
Davis, Wis. Hoffman
Dawson, Utah Hope

Jenison

Dirksen Jenkins, Ohio
Dolliver Jensen
Domengeaux  Johnson, Il.
Dondero Johnson, Ind.
Eaton
Elliott Judd
Elsaesser Kean
Elston Kearns
Engel, Mich Keating
Fellows Eeefe
Fenton Kersten, Wis,
Fletcher Kilburn
Foote Enutson
Fulton Landis
Gamble Latham
Gavin LeCompte
Gearhart LeFevre
Gillette Lewis, Ky.
Gillie Lewis, Ohio
Goff Lichtenwalter
Goodwin Lodge
Graham McConnell
Grant, Ind McCowen
Griffiths McDonough
Gross MeDowell
Gwinn, N. ¥ McGarvey
Gwynne, Iowa McGregor
Hale McMahon
Hall, McMillen, 11,

Edwin Arthur MacKinnon
Hall, Macy

Leonard W. Maloney
Halleck Martin, Iowa
Hand Mason
Harness, Ind. Mathews
Harris Merrow
Harvey Meyer
Herter Michener
Heselton Miller, Md.
Hess Miller, Nebr.
Hinshaw Morton
Hoeven Muhlenberg



Murray, Wis.  Rogers, Mass. Stevenson
Nicholson Ross Sundstrom
Nixon Sadlak ‘Taber
Norrell St. George Talle
O'Hara Sanborn Taylor
O'Konskl Sarbacher Tibbott
Owens Schwabe, Mo, Towe
Patterson Schwabe, Okla. Twyman
Phillips, Callf. Scott, Vail
Ploeser Hugh D.,Jr. Van Zandt
Potter Scrivner Vorys
Potts Seely-Brown  Vursell
Ramey Shafer Wadsworth
Reed, I11, Ehort Walter
Reed, N. Y. Simpson, I1l.  Weichel
Reeves Simpson, Pa. Wigglesworth
Rich Smith, Eans. ‘Wolcott
Riehlman Smith, Maine Wolverton
Rizley Smith, Ohio Woodruff
Robertson Stefan Youngblood
NOT VOTING—87

Andersen, Hedrick Mitchell

H, Carl Heffernan Multer
Andresen, Hendricks Mundt

August H, Hobbs Nodar
Andrews, N. ¥. Holmes O'Toole
Barden Jackson, Calif. Pfeifer
Barrett Jarman Philbin
Battle Jenkins, Pa. Plumley
Beall Johnson, Okla. Poulson
Bell Johnson, Tex. Powell
Bender Jones, N. C, Rees
Boykin Jones, Wash. Rivers
Buchanan Kearney Rohrbough
Butler Eee | Rooney
Case, 8, Dak. Eeogh Russell
Chelf Kirwan Scoblick
Clark Kunkel Scott, Hardle
Clippinger Lane Sheppard
Crosser Larcade Sikes
Dawson, I1l. Lea Smith, Wis.
Deane Lemke Snyder
D'Ewart Love Stigler
Dorn Ludlow Stratton
Ellis Lusk Thomas, N. J.
Engle, Calif Lyle Thompson
Fuller McCulloch Welch
Gallagher Meade, Ky. West
Hart Meade, Md. Whitaker
Hartley Miller, Callf.  Wilson, Ind.
Hépert Miller, Conn.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. H. Carl Andersen for, with Mr, Plumley
against.

Mr. Deane for, with Mr. Gallagher against,

Mr, Boykin for, with Mr. Hartley against.

Mr. Chelf for, with Mr. Nodar against.

Mr. Miller of Callfornia for, with Mr. Scob-
lick against.

Mr. Johnson of Texas for, with Mr. Thomas
of New Jersey against,

Mr. Dorn for, with Mr. Andrews of New
York against.

Mr, Lane for, with Mr. Kunkel against.

Mr. Crosser for, with Mr, Miller of Con=-
necticut against.

Mrs. Lusk for, with Mr, Hardie Scott
against.

General pairs until further notice:
Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr. Engle of
California,
. Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Hébert,
Case of South Dakota with Mr. Kee.
Poulson with Mr, Sheppard.
August H. Andresen with Mr. Philbin,
. Bender with Mr, Hobbs,
Butler with Mr. Sikes.
. Beall with Mr. Lyle.
Eearney with Mr. Lea,
. Love with Mr. Clark.
. McCulloch with Mr. Hart.

Mitchell with Mr. Thompson.
Mundt with Mr. West.
Rohrbough with Mr. Jones of North
Carolina.
Mr. Rees with Mr. Battle.
Mr. Clippinger with Mr. Dawson of Illinois.
Mr. Barrett with Mr. Larcade.
Mr. D'Ewart with Mr. Kirwan.
Mr. Fuller with Mr. Keogh. .

REFEERERERERER

Meade of Eentucky with Mr. Hedrick, -
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Mr. Welch with Mr. Pfeifer.

Mr, Smith of Wisconsin with Mr. Rooney.
Mr. Snyder with Mr, Heffernan,

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Powell,

Mr. Russell with Mr. O'Toole.

Mr. Ellis with Mr. Multer.

Mr. Hacen changed his vote from
"na}"" t'o ‘.yea.h

The result of the vote was announced
as ahove recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have five legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a newspaper
article.

Mr.-BUSBEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECCRD.

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the remarks
he made in the Committee of the Whole
and include statistics.

Mr. GATHINGS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article appear-
ing in the West Memphis News.

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include two articles
on the subject of extending trade pacts
and an editorial on the subject of coop-
eratives.

Mr. MORGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial appear-
ing in the American Medical Association
and one appearing in the Washington
Post. (

Mr. KEFAUVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances and include in
one an editorial.

Mr. THOMPSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a statement.

Mr. McGREGOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial.

Mr. LICHTENWALTER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the ReEcorp and include a newspaper
article.

Mr, McMAHON asked and was given

permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article.

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a radio
address.

Mr. BAKEWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article.

Mr. REED of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an address by
T. Albert Potter.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
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remarks in the Recorp and include an
article. I am informed by the Public
Printer that this will exceed two pages
of the REcorp and will cost $213, but I
ask that it be printed nctwithstanding
that fact.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. COLE of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REcorp and include a news-
paper article and an editorial.

WATER-FILTRATION PLANT, HIGHLAND
FALLS, N. Y,

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H. R. 2359) to authorize the payment
of a lump sum, in the amount of $100,-
000, to the village of Highland Falls,
N. Y., as a contribution toward the cost
of construction of a water-filtration
plant, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and ask for a con-
ference with the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. Bates of
Massachusetts, Arenps, CoreE of New
York, Brooks, and SASSCER.

PUBLIC WORES ON RIVERS AND
HARBORS

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 589, Rept.
No. 1918), which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill, H. R. 6419, authorizing the con-
struction, repairs, and preservation of cer-
tain public works on rivers and harbors for
navigation, flood control, and for other pur-
poses, and all points of order against said bill
are hereby waived. That after general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Public Works, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule, At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted
and the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to re-
commit. c

AGREEMENTS BETWEEN CARRIERS

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I call up House Resolution 581 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
fellows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for tne consideras
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tion of the bill (H. R. 221) to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act with respect to cer=
tain agreements between carriers. That
after general debate, which shall be con=-
fined to the bill and continue not to exceed
2 hours, to be equally divided and con=-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor=
ity member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Com=
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted and the previous question shail
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion
to recommit.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself as much time as I may
require.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides
consideration for H. R. 221, a bill to
amend the Interstate Commerce Act with
respect to certain agreements between
carriers.

I da not believe there is any necessity
for me to go into a detailed explanation
of the bill. It is practically the same
bill as H. R. 2536, which we considered
here December 10, 1945. At that time
we debated the bill for 2 hours. And
after all of the aspects and ramifications
of the bill were understood, we passed
it by a vote of 277 to 45. The bill was
reported in the Senate, but died on the
Senate Calendar without having been
considered. Now the House must go
through the mechanics of passing the
bill again.

But allow me to review briefly the sit-
uation which makes this legislation nec-
essary. At present, common carriers—
especially the railroads—are caught in
a strangle hold between two Federal
statutes. The first requires them to do
certain acts while the antitrust division
contends it is unlawful for them to do
the very acts required of them by the
first.

Under the Interstate Commerce Act,
carriers are required to join with one an-
other in establishing through routes and
joint rates. They are required to make
agreements with respect to interchange
of cars and equipment hetween carriers
and on a number of other subjects. Now,
despite the fact that railroads are re-
quired by the Interstate Commerce Act
to enter into these agreements with one
another, the Department of Justice has
sought, and is seeking, to prosecute them
under the antitrust laws for the very acts
required of them by law.

For more than 50 years, as & matier of
convenience, rates have been worked out
between the railroads and the shippers
by a system that is sometimes referred
to as a conference system, or as a system
by agreement. TUnder this system, the
members of the railroad association meet
and discuss rate problems and try as best
they can to arrive at an agreement. If
they arrive at an agreement of what the
new rate will be on a particular commod-
ity, they then send out notices to inter=
ested shippers. The shippers are then
given an opportunity to be heard and to
protest if they wish. But nine times out
of ten the shippers and the railroads
agree on a certain rate. The rate is then
filed with the Interstate Commerce Com=-
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mission and becomes effective if no pro-
test is made within 30 days.

Everybody thought these agreements
were perfectly legal, proper, and in the
public interest until somebody in the De-
partment of Justice came up with the
suggestion that such agreements are in
violation of the antitrust law, and since
then the Government has instituted sev-
eral suits against the railroads, and they
threaten more suits unless something is
done to prevent them. This bill is de-
signed to do just that—to prevent the
Department of Justice from interfering
with a trade practice which has been rec-
ognized for more than 50 years and which
was recognized as being in the public
interest.

This bill exempts a certain class of
agreements between the railroads from
the antitrust laws, while at the same
time protecting the public from price-
fixing practices which would be detri-
mental to the public welfare. This safe-
guard is provided by requiring approval
of the Interstate Commerce Commission
of these agreements between railroads
and by specifically prohibiting certain
agreements.

Under the rule, 2 hours has been al-
lowed to debate this bill. The Rules Com-~
mittee thought that a sufficient amount
of time in view of the fact that we have
all had the benefit of 2 hours of debate
on the same bill less than 18 months ago.
Other than providing consideration, the
rule does not give any special protection
for the bill. Amendments may be offered
to it under the 5-minute rule and points
of order may be raised against the bill,
although I doubt that the bill is vulner-
able in that respect.

I think that the previous vote on a bill
which was. practically identical to this
one shows that an overwhelming major-
ity of you will favor this bill, and I doubt
that it will require any special urging on
my part to secure adoption of this reso=-
lution or passage of the bill.

Mr, Speaker, I yield 30 minutes o the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, SaBaTH].

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman of the Rules Committee the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, ALLEN] has
stated, it is true that we passed a similar
bill in 1945, but it is claimed that this is
a better bill than that one. If this is a
better bill, perhaps if we wait another
couple of years, the committee will report
a still better bill, and one which is more
just to the shippers and consumers. The
underlying reason for bringing out this
bill is of course to preclude the State of
Georgia and the United States from pro-
ceeding with its action against the rail-
roads which are charged with being guilty
of violating the antitrust law. I do not
see why we should deprive the courts of
the right to pass upon that important
question. Whether these railroads are
guilty or not, I am of the opinion that
neither the Department of Justice nor the
State of Georgia would have proceeded
against them unless they had sufficient
evidence to justify the action. The bill
before us is in the interest of the railroads
that desire to agree between themselves
as torates. The bill favors the steel, oil,
and other big shippers, and will operate
against the smaller shippers and natu-
rally against, the consumers, 1 know
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that the gentlemen who have prepared
the views of the minority, which I con-
sider a very splendid and honest résumé
of conditions will explain later on the
unjustifiable desire and insistence upon
passing this legislation before the courts
can act on it.

So I shall not dwell any further upon
the provisions of the bill, because the
gentleman who signed the minority re-
port, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
O’Haral, has devoted much time and
study to the bill and can explain it more
satisfactorily and in much clearer terms
than I possibly can.

But I do say this: You gentlemen claim
you want free enterprise. Free enter-
prise—I hear that every day. This ac-
tually kills free enterprise. I do not see
how you will be able to justify yourselves
in voting for the bill. Of course, the
railroads want it. So I know that it will
be passed, because, unfortunately, they
have a way of misleading Congress and
legislative bodies in such smooth and
convincing ways that many of you gen-
tlemen feel sorry—and sometimes almost
cry—for these unfortunate railroads
that have suffered so much. Of course,
they did suffer during the years 1930 up
to 1934, under Hoover. Many of them
went into bankruptcy. But since that
time, since the Democratic Party came
into power, those railroads have accu-
mulated tremendous profits and sur-
pluses, as my colleague the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. REED], a member of
the Judiciary Committee, has stated on
the floor so many times. So, really, if
his investigation as to the great increase
in incomes on the part of the railroads
is true—and I have utmost confidence in
him, because I know he is an honorable
and honest man and has given the House
the facts, when he has tried to impress
the House with the real facts relative to
the railroads—I do not see how you can
vote for this bill. Nevertheless, I feel
that a wvast majority of the Members
have again been led astray by the strong
and powerful railroad lobbyists and the
capable gentlemen representing them
here, and they have again impressed the
membership with the great need of this
legislation that has tied their hands, as
it is claimed, in that they were expected
to comply with the law of the land and
not violate any special secret agreements
made against the shippers. After all, it
is the consumer who has to pay the bill.

I am not going to detain the House.
The rule will be passed, I know, and I
strongly suspect, Mr. Speaker, that even
this bill will be passed, notwithstanding
the fact that the Senate has acted al-
ready and has eliminated a provision
whereby the action pending against
these railroads should be allowed to pro-
ceed to a conclusion. In this bill that is
brought before us, however, that provi-
sion is eliminated. I cannot understand
why people should rely on the other
House to safeguard and protect their
interests.

Up to a few years ago, Mr. Speaker,
the country looked to Congress. Now it
looks to the Senate to save the people
from the arbitrary action of this body.
But it seems to me, much as I dislike to
say it, that conditions are changing; in
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fact, I know they are changing. Con-
sumers will get no protection here. How-
ever, I believe that after the next elec-
tion there will be people elected who will
represent the real democracy and the
rights and interests of the masses of the
people in the country. In conclusion,
let me call attention to the following
paragraphs which appear in the minority
report and more thoroughly explain why
this legislation would be against the best
interest of the small shipper and the con-
sumer who, after all, as I stated before,
will be obliged to foot the bill:

It is denied, that the reason for pressing
these suits is the pending sults against the
railroads. The proponeits of the bill claim
that the legislation is needed merely to
“clarify” existing law to allow carriers to ge$
together in order to comply with the Inter-
state Commerce Act, particularly as to the
making of joint rates and through routes.
The minority maintains that the legislation
is not needed for that purpose because the
carriers now have authority to collaborate in
making such rates.

Some have attempted to interpret cpposi-
tion to passage of this legislation as an indl-
cation of lack of confidenee in the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. Whether the
Commission is competent or whether it would
faithfully discharge its duty imposed by this
legislation, is not germane. Under the terms
of the bill once the basic agreement of the
Association of American Rallroads and its
satellite organizations are approved by the
Commission, the subsequent acts performed
under the agreements do not have to be
approved by the Interstate Commerce Com=-
mission but are exempt from the antitrust
laws because the acts are carrled on pursu-
ant to the basic agreement. It goes without
gaying that the basic agreements offered for
approval will not be likely to indicate prac-
tices that would preclude their approval
under the vague standards set up by the bill,
such as indicated in paragraph (2), typical
of which is the requirement that the Com-
mission shall approve the agreement if it
finds it is in “furtherance of the national
transportation policy declared in this aect.”

The most viclous feature of paragraph (4)
is that it provides for approval of agreements
between carrlers of different classes, thereby
extending the monopoly power to the whole
industry collectively. Under these pro-
visions the raillroads, motor carriers, water
carriers, and so on, could take part in one
organization and control the rates and serv-
ices for each class of transportation so as to
determine the freight charges paid by ship-
pers and the service they are to receive. The
terms of the paragraph providing for ap-
proval of agreements as to joint rates or
through routes do not limit the arrange-
ments to connecting carriers actually han-
dling the traflic and thereby participating in
the joint rate. An agreement could be ap-
proved under which a composite organiza-
tion of carriers of all classes could deter-
mine the joint rates of any connecting car-
riers. As the greater part of the traffic of
the Nation moves on joint rates, such an or-
ganization would be one of the most power=
ful forces for monopoly in the entire eco=
nomic system.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. This is not on the ques-
tion of agriculture.
obliged to pay. However, I yield, Mr.
Speaker,

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman mentions
“real democracy.” Is the gentleman
visualizing Henry Wallace in power?

Mr. SABATH, I visualize that the
Democratic Party will in its own right

.. R

Agriculture will be.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

and in its own name bring about the
election of progressive Democrats, with-
out the aid of Henry Wallace but with
the aid of all honest, sincere, progressive
and independent Republicans through-
out the Nation.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
That clarifies it.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hargis].

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day, May 3, the Supreme Court handed
down a decision that shocked and sur-
prised, in my opinion, a great majority of
the people of this Nation. Yesterday,
May 10, the Court reiterated this de-
cision and said it was the law.

For many years private citizens on a
voluntary basis have entered into cove-
nants and agreements which in effect
permitted them to choose their neighbors
and associates.

For the last 65 years the courts have
said that such voluntary agreements
were permissible and enforcible by the
State courts. Several times during these
years the Supreme Court has said that
a State or political subdivision thereof
shall not enforce such action, by in-
terpreting the law that it was the right
of the private individual and enforcible,

Now in these recent decisions the Su-
preme Court has said that even private
individuals who enter into such cove-
nants cannot as a matter of public policy
enforce them. Such a decision is wholly
inconsistent, I think, with the practical
realities. It is saying to the people of
this country that they have a freedom
to which they are entitled, but because
it may conflict with someone else’s civil
rights, this freedom cannot be enforced.

‘We might ask, Mr. Speaker, about the
civil rights of those who have entered in-
to these agreements for many years and
have proceeded on the basis that such
agreements were legal and enforcible,
To me this raises a most important ques-
tion in the life of our Government.

The success of any government, and
more especially our democratic form of
government, must be based on law and
order. Historically many governments
were established that were inevitably
destined to fall because they did not have
as the principles of their government the
principle of law and order.

Throughout the history of our Nation I
am thankful that this prineiple has pre-
vailed. It is recognized by our people as
the bulwark of our Government. We
can continue as a great, free, and strong
Nation, the champion of liberty, only in
80 long as this principle is maintained.
Our courts, an intrinsical part of our
Government, are designed as the guiding
light for this principle.

The integrity of our courts must be
maintained. I may not agree with some
decisions of the court but we must recog-
inze that the final decision becomes the

aw.

Of equal importance, Mr, Speaker, is
the fact that our Government was estab-
lished on the principle of majority rule.
If the court in its interpretation makes
a decision that does not conform to the
will of the majority, it becomes the duty
of the Congress to change the law as it
is the duty of the courts to interpret it.
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If the decision of the Court, Mr.
Speaker, makes it necessary to amend
the Constitution of the United States
pursuant to the will of the people, the
Constitution should be so amended, as
was appropriately provided for.

Since the Supreme Court held that the
covenants and agreements were not en-
forcible as contrary to the Constitution,
and since in my opinion the majority of
the people are not in accord with such
decision, I believe it is time to amend the
Constitution.

Consequently, Mr. Speaker, I am today
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution to provide “that the right of any
number of citizens to voluntarily segre-
gate themselves from others for any law-
ful purpose shall not be denied.”

The purpose of such an amendment
then becomes obvious. Since there
seems to have been such fine distinction
in interpreting the Constitution and
since there is so much discussion in the
press, on the radio, and throughout the
Nation on this civil-rights issue, I main-
tain that it needs definite clarification.

Furthermore, in my opinion, this deci-
sion goes much deeper than just nullify-
ing these covenants. It goes to the heart
of the whole civil-rights issue. It is an-
other step toward forcing by law funda-
mental principles on the American peo-
ple. That was never intended in a free
country.

I think it is rather significant also that
this decision comes at a most propitious
time. It, I believe unfortunately, merely
lends credence to the President’s civil-
rights program.

It is another political year, Mr. Speak-
er. Just as it has happened in other
election years, a great demand is made
for the enactment of so-called civil-
rights legislation. Could it be, then, for
political reasons? The answer is per-
fectly clear. It becomes a political issue.
The timing is too conclusive.

I seriously contend, then, Mr. Speaker,
that the President’s civil-rights message
was a tragic mistake. It is most unfor-
tunate that for political reasons such an
attack would be made on the rights and
privileges of free people, and with sp2-
cial emphasis toward the South,

The right of people, regardless of race,
religion, or group to live together, to as-
sociate with one another, and to work
together in a lawful manner on a volun-
tary basis to the exclusion of others is
inherent in the life of our country.

It has long been recognized to be the
right of a person to choose his associates,
and that he or she shall not be forced
to associate with those whom he or she
does not prefer.

On the other hand, if people of differ-
ent classes or groups prefer to associate
themselves together for lawful purposes
it is an inherent right that they should
have. I am not adverse to raising politi-
cal issues in election years or at other
appropriate times. To propose, however,
in election years issues that would be
administratively impossible and that
strike at the social structure of this
country is like offering “a mess of pottage
for a birthright.”

The civil-rights proposal stirs the
prejudices of our people like no other
issue in this generation. Certainly the
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rights of the minority must be protected,
but it is not necessary to destroy our
social and political life and the rights
of the majority of our people to safe-
guard the minority. The minority is
affected in this philosophy of life as
much as is the majority.

When the President requested this
Congress to provide legislation whereby
the Federal Government would regulate
the qualifications of voters,  prohibit
segregation in all public places and con=-
veyances, to establish an FEPC and to
create a Federal state police under the
name of antilynching and antidiscrimi=
nation, he acted contrary, in my opin-
ion, to the will and wishes of not only
the people of the South, but the ma-
jority of the people in the United States.

I do not believe in lynching or any
other form of lawlessness. No one con-
demns such foul crime more than I,
But because there was one lynching dur-
ing the year of 1947 and none so far
this year, that is no justification for in-
sulting the South and setting up a Fed-
eral police force against all free tradi-
tions.

I am not a champion of the poll tax
as a requirement for voting, but I am
unalterably opposed to the Congress en-
croaching on this constitutional right of
the States.

The question of an FEPC is likewise
an encroachment upon the rights of the
States. There is a serious constitutional
question that should be clarified and
would be with this proposed amendment.
FEPC is contrary to our system of free
enterprise. Any Federal agency with an
iron hand over the enterprise of this
Nation can result only in arbitrary and
capricious action and lead us to state
socialism.

It is a well-known fact that consist-
ent demands for antisegregation are
nothing more than an attempt to legis-
late on social as well as economic prob-
lems. It is trying to bring about social
equality by legislative action.

To me it is axiomatic that no law re-
gardless of its intention can work unless
it is supported by a majority of the
people. Then we may well ask what is
the best and most appropriate course of
action.

It is not enough for the leadership
and others in our Democratic Party or
for the northern intelligentsia to con-
tinue to insult the South over the Negro
problem. We might as well be perfectly
honest and frank about this funda-
mental issue.

For political expediency they would
forcibly impose a philosophy that is not
desired by either groups. There has
been a consistent improvement of our
social, political, and economic relation-
ship. Not only with the Negroes but
with many white people, they are far
better off today than they were 75 or 80
years ago. No Federal laws have
brought about these improvements.
They have been realized by the actions
of our best and finest southern white
people in cooperation with those affected.

There can be no question but what this
progress will continue and much more
expeditiously to a satisfactory solution
if the people are permitted to work it out
in their own way instead of saddling on
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them a lot of Federal laws that cannot
possibly work. IX

We need something stronger than law
on these issues. We have something
stronger than law. It is a mutual un-
derstanding of the moral, economic, and
social problems and responsibilities of
those of us who are primarily affected.

Subsequent to the President’s request
for this legislation and the demands
from many quarters for compliance,
some 80 Members of the House met and
organized an unofficial committee in the
Congress for the purpose of formulating
and effectuating a program to assist in
the prevention of the enactment of such
unwise and ill-advised legislation.

As one of the officers of that commit-
tee and active in the fight against such
an iniquitous program, I have been
somewhat encouraged that, though the
Republican majority of the Congress and
the leader of our Democratic Party have
endeavored to force these issues on the
American people, they would not prevail,
It is a mighty undertaking in the face
of such great odds, but we are deter-
mined in our objective.

There has been much said about the
so-called civil-rights program being
made a part of the platform of our
Democratic Party. I do not read any
such language in the platform of our
party that was adopted at the conven-
tion in 1944. If, however, that platform
can be so interpreted by any remote
stretch of the imagination, then I say
it is time, Mr. Speaker, that my party
amend its platform.

Our committee has warned the party
against any attempt of including by spe-

. cific language or interpretation such a
program into the platform of our party
at the national convention in July.

I am a Democrat, and have during my
life been loyal to my party. I expect to
remain a true Democrat, holding to the
principles of our party founders, Thomas
Jefferson and Andrew Jackson.

The people of the South generally are
true Democrats and have nurtured and
sustained the Democratic Party through
the most trying experiences. As has
been so well said, we will not accept a
program that we think would destroy
the principles of our party for the sake
of political expediency.

It would be far better, Mr. Speaker,
that our party go down in ignominious
defeat than to surrender the high prin-
ciples of States’ rights, of freemen, free-
dom of private enterprise and individual
initiative, which have not only made the
party a great party, but our Nation a
‘great Nation.

I do not believe in party revolt, but
party reform, and since our leader does
not apparently believe in the principles
of the majority in our party, it is high
time for us to get another leader.

We must be vigilant in this fight. We
must continue our efforts to prevent our
being driven from our own party or keep=
ing it from adopting any policy or prin-
ciple that disregards the interest and
welfare of the Nation.

There are grave responsibilities rest=
ing with those who seek freedom, oppor=-
tunities and privileges in a government
like ours. How well we perform our re=
sponsibility, how we assume our obliga=
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tion, is as important as the privileges of
enjoying these inherent rights.

Our success in these endeavors will
determine our future destiny and only by
adjusting our laws and our codes to meet
existing circumstances in accordance
with the will of the majority of the
people, having the utmost faith in the
action of the American people, will we
continue to be the champion of individ-
ual initiative, liberty, and {reedom
throughout the world.

Mr. SABATH. Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SmiTH].

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
as sometimes happens, I am forced
to differ with my esteemed and loyal
former chairman of the Rules Commit-
tee. I do not agree with him that this
is such a terrible bill. This House passed
almost the identical bill in the last ses-
sion of Congress, as has been said by
a vote of 277 to 45. We just never made
as big a mistake as that in this House.
I think we might just look at this thing
for a minute and see what is in it. My
good friend who has preceded me would
indicate that this was a terrible de-
parture from all good forms and customs
and that we were turning the whole sit-
uation over to the railroad companies
and the big shippers and steel corpora-
tions which apparently from anything
I have been able to read about it do
not have anything to do with the bill,
or the bill anything to do with them,

All this bill does, if I understand it
correctly, and I think I do, as we have
had it up here before, the railroads are
under the control and regulation of the
Interstate Commerce Commission and
this Congress set up the Interstate Com=
merce Commission for that purpose, to
regulate and control; and they have been
regulating and controlling the railroads.
In order to do so and to do it in an
expeditious manner and a competent
manner, it has been necessary to get these
railroads together in the fixing of rates
and have the rates proposed to the In-
terstate Commerce Commission instead
of the Interstate Commerce Commission
having to work them out themselves.
That has been the custom all these years,
done under the approbation and at the
request of the Interstate Commerce
Commission which is the agency which
this Congress set up to regulate the rail-
roads. Now comes the Department of
Justice and undertakes to prosecute the
railroad companies for things that the
Interstate Commerce Commission that
we set up to regulate them, has said they
could do.

Where does that leave us? Are we
going to leave ourselves and the Inter-
state Commerce Commission and the
railroads in that position? All this does
is to confirm the previous policy, namely
that the railrcad companies may sug-
gest and propose rates to the Interstate
Commerce Commission.” They may pro-
pose the method of arriving at those
rates, but they cannot do anything at all
except that which is approved by the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the
agency that you have heretofore set up
to regulate the railroads.

Mr. Speaker, I do not see any sense In
fighting this bill. We did not fight it
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before. I am afraid that we sometimes
overlook the great problems involved in
the national situation and in the na-
tional transportation in this counfry,
which is so vital to every man, woman,
and child in it.

Before the war we were figuring
around how we were going to keep the
railroads out of bankruptcy long enough
to even run them. There was a time,
you know, when it was politically ex-
pedient to get up and abuse the rail-
roads and-we abused them to the point
that they were destroyed. We destroyed
their solvency.

Do not forget that the railroads are
the greatest employers of labor in this
Nation. They employ more of our citi-
zens, I believe, than any other industry
in the country. I am surprised that my
good friend from Chicago, who has been
a great champion of the rights, privi-
leges, and everything else of labor, should
stand up here and oppose this bill which
is going to help keep alive the goose
that is laying the golden egg for the em-
ployees of the railroads, because the em-
ployees, after all is said and done here,
are about the only people who get any-
thing out of the railroads nowadays,
They are getting something out of the
railroads because the war came along,
the railroads got a little more prosper-
ous, they made a little more money for a
few years; but last year when the war
was over they dropped back and com-
menced to lose money. Now, a railroad
or any other kind of a commercial cor-
poration cannot keep on losing money.
They are bound to get to the point of
breaking. You cannot run the railroads
like you have been running the United
States Government. We have been run-
ning the United States Government at
a deficit for seventeen long years. I see
my friends on the Republican side smil-
ing, but I may say that started back in
the Republican administration of Hoo-
ver. We have been able to do that with
this Government for a long time. I do
not know how much longer you are going
to be able to do it. But you cannot do
that with a commercial corporation,
Sooner or later it is going to bankrupt
the corporation; it will bankrupt the
railroads, and my good friends are going
to lose. their jobs.

Mr. SABATH. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. SABATH. I called attention to
the fact that this is discriminatory legis-
lation in that it relieves the railroads of
all antitrust laws. That is what I ob-
Jjected to.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia, The géntle-
man has not read this bill as carefully as
he should have. It does not relieve them
of anything except by approval of the
Interstate Commerce Commission. The
Interstate Commerce Commission is the
agency that we set up to regulate the
railroads, not the Department of Justice.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the reso-
lution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
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AGREEMENTS BETWEEN CARRIERS

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the hill (H. R. 221) to amend
the Interstate Commerce Act with re-
spect to certain agreements between
carriers.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
slderation of the bill H. R. 221, with Mr.
MacKinnNoN in the chair. !

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
request that the sponsor of this legisla-
tion, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. BUuLWINKLE] proceed first.

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr, Chairman, I
yield myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in discussing the pend-
ing bill, H. R. 221, I deem it advisable to
make a brief statement in regard to the
legislative history of not only this bill,
but the others that have been introduced,
and to state the necessity for legislation
of this type.

Prior to the year 1887 there was no
regulatory control of transportation.
In that year Congress passed an act en-
titled “An Act to Regulate Commerce.”
It is true that this act was in the nature
of an experiment and its objectives were,
which failed of accomplishment, to cor-
rect many of the abuses which existed
in transportation at that time.

I have not the time to speak now of

the years that followed, but I wish to -

remind you—and I ask you to keep it in
mind—that the Interstate Commerce
Commission, the regulatory body {for
motor, rail, freight forwarders, and water

carriers is the arm of the Congress.:-

Congress, about 1920, passed what is
known as the Interstate Commerce Act
extending and broadening the powers of
the regulatory body, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. During many years,
45 or more, everyone has recognized, due
to the number of carriers in the United
States the necessity for collective agree-
ments between carriers in the public in-
terest.

After the Transportation Act was
passed, and in 1941, some attorneys in
the Department of Justice made charges
that the conference procedure and
agreements were in violation of the anti-
trust laws. These charges resulted in a
conflict of jurisdiction between the In-
terstate Commerce Commission and the
Department of Justice.

My recollection is that early in the
Seventy-eighth Congress, I introduced a
bill, H. R. 3720, which would clear up
this matter of jurisdiction. This bill
was not acted upon. Upon reconvening
in the Seventy-ninth Congress, I intro-
duced a similar bill. These bills applied
solely to rates and rate conferences.
Then, later on in the Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, I introduced another bill which
was known as H. R. 2536 which was
broader in its scope than the others and
recognized, under certain conditions and
regulations, the validity of the agree-
ments.
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This bill was reintroduced in the
Eightieth Congress, and is now the pend-
ing bill, H. R. 221. About the same time,
Senator Reep, of Kansas, introduced a
bill in the Senate, S, 110, which was the
companion to the House bill,

The reason for the introduction of the
original bill was that in a conversation
with Mr. Joseph B. Eastman, Chairman
of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
and later Director of the Office of Trans-
portation, he stated to me that some-
thing had to be done to clear up the con-
flict between the Department of Justice
and the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, and that the Transportation Act of
1940 should be amended to permit the
collective agreements between the car-
riers, and this was prior to either suit.
Shortly after this, I introduced the first
bill in the Seventy-eighth Congress. Mr.
Eastman appeared before the Interstate
Commerce Committee of the Senate and
stated:

I am wholly convinced that if the carriers
of the country are to respond to the duties
and obligations imposed upon them by the
Interstate Commerce Act, and if the rate
structure is to be reasonable, free from unjust
discrimination or undue preference and
prejudice, as simple and consistent as may
be, reasonably stable, and sufficlent for the
financial needs of private ownership and
operation, the carriers must be in a position
to consult, confer, and deal collectively with
many phases of the matter, and that while
the ultimate right of individual action should
be scrupulously preserved, it is desirable that
such action should not be taken without
prior notice to fellow carriers and shippers

and an opportunity for them to express their
views,

The annual report of the Interstate
Commerce Commission has recognized
the necessity for legisation of this type.

The broad purpose of H. R. 221 is to
define the limits within which carriers
may lawfully collaborate and to provide
means for determining, in specific cases,
whether or not proposed collaboration is
within those limits and also to furnish
continuing supervision to see to it that
approved collaborative activity between
carriers is held within the limitations
provided by Congress.

The language of H. R. 221, as it was
originally introduced is sufficient to cover
all activities of common carriers where
consultation and cooperative action is
clearly desirable and in the public
interest.

The coverage of the bill included au-
thority, after complete approval and
under continuous supervision of the ICC
to organize bureaus and committees and
to establish and follow procedures to
bring about agreement in connection
with the initiation of, or changes in,
rates and charges, time schedules, op-
erating practices, rules for the inter-
change of equipment, car supply, the set-
tlement of claims and other similar
matters.

The bill, H. R. 2536, was similar to the
pending bill. Hearings were held upon
it, full and free discussion was had in the
House, and on the 10th day of December
1045, it passed the House by an over-
whelming vote of 277 to 45. In 1948,
after more than a month’s hearings, the
Senate Committee on Interstate Com-
merce favorably reported the bill, but for
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some reason or another—especially the
lateness of the time and a legislative jam,
no action was taken by the Senate at
that time.

At the beginning of the Eightieth Con-
gress, Senator REED, of Kansas, as I have
stated, introduced S. 110 in the Senate.
Hearings were held at length on this bill,
and it passed the Senate by a vote of
60 to 27. Amendments were adopted in
the Senate. On July 25, 1947, the Com=~
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the House reported H. R. 221
by an overwhelming majority vote. This
bill, therefore, has passed the House
once. It has been reported by your com-
mittee of the House twice. It has been
reported in the Senate once, if not twice,
and passed the Senate with some amend-
ments.

Briefly, I want to give you the informa-
tion as to who appeared before the House
and Senate committees favoring these
bills—as well as those who appeared in
opposition to them. In other words,
those who supported the bill and those
who opposed it: The motor carriers, the
rail carriers, the Interstate Commerce
Commission, the water carriers, public-
service utilities or railroad commissions
of 47 of the 48 States.

Mr. J. Van Norman, who for years has
been the attorney for the southern gov=
ernors, individual shippers, shipper or-
ganizations, such as the National Indus-
trial Traflic League, and others appeared
before one or the other committees.
Chambers of commerce of the various
cities, and the National Chamber of
Commerce. If I am not mistaken, over
1,000 individuals and organizations gave
their notice of support to either one or
both of the commitiees. If I were to
print the full list in the Recorbp, it would
take five or six pages of the REcorp alone.

Having given you those who favor it
before the committee, it is well for me
to state who opposed it. Some former
attorneys of the Department of Justice,
the former Governor of Georgia, Mr,
Arnold, Mr. Henry A. Wallace, while he
was Secretary of Commerce spoke
against it before the Senate committee.
Among the railroads, I have noticed that
Mr. K. J. Bowman, president of the
Chesapeake & Ohio Railroad has opposed
the bill with qualifications.

It is my own opinion, and that of the
great majority of those engaged in or
directly affected by transportation, that
the scope of the pending bill, covering
both rates and matters of service, is not
too broad and that it is necessary and
desirable for Congress to act on the en-
tire subject in order to keep transporta-
tion law in step with the progress which
has been made in our system of trans-
portation and in the constructive devel-
opment of transportation technique.

However, throughout the long period
of consideration by Congress and during
the many hearings on the bill the great-
est interest and publie concern have been
expressed with reference to the mat-
ter of rates and rate practices among the
carriers. I believe that to be only natu-
ral because the shippers and the general
public come in more frequent contact
with the carriers in the consideration of
rate matters and are consequently more
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familiar with the problems encountered
in that field.

Along this line, I mention that on Jan-
uary 14, 1948, Mr. Bowman, of the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Railroad, in a speech,
stated:

We realize that the making of agreements
among railroads regarding rates is not only
desirable but also necessary.

He further stated:

We recognize the need for clarification of
the present state of the law so as to remove
doubts concerning the sphere within which
rallroads, acting through rate bureaus, may
confer, collaborate, and reach agreements
about rate matters. We are not opposed to
legislation that will provide such clarification
to the extent that the Bulwinkle bill, H. R.
221, or the Senate bill, 8. 110, provides such
clarification. I think it is fair to say that
there is no point of difference between the
position of the board (Atlantic State Ship-
pers Board) and the position of the Chesa=
peake & Ohlo,

While time schedules and operating
practices are no less important, changes
with reference to them are less frequent
and less controversial.

It is not proper for me to speculate
and I do not attempt to predict the ulti-
mate prospect for this bill becoming law
when it is once adopted by Congress.
However, from conferences with my col-
leagues I am convinced that the over-
whelming majority of both Houses is
strongly in favor of a bill of this char-
acter covering rates and rate practices.
No Member of Congress who favors legis-
lation covering both rates and services
would oppose a measure covering in the
same way rates alone. On the other
hand, there may be some who would
favor a measure covering the matter of
rates while they may not now be ready
Eljs support one covering service matters

0.

In order to hasten final action on this
legislation, which covers an extremely
important phase of the transportation
problem, and to place it in its strongest
position, I requested the legislative
counsel of the House of Representatives
to prepare an amendment limiting H. R.
221 to deal only with rates and rate mat-
ters and excluding from the coverage of
the bill agreements dealing with matters
of operation and service. This amend-
ment was adopted last week as a com-
mittee amendment by the House Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce and will be offered on the floor at
the appropriate place in the bill by the
chairman of our committee, the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON].

While in my opinion ultimately the
Congress will pass, in furtherance of our
national transportation policy, a bill
covering all agreements, yet the amend-
ment that will be offered by the chair-
man reads as follows:

Relating to rates, fares, classifications,
divisions, allowances, or charges (including
charges between carriers and compensation
pald or received for the use of facllities and
equipment), or rules and regulations per=
taining thereto, or procedures for the joint
consld:rstlon. initiation, or establishment

The adoption of this amendment
would eliminate from the coverage of
the bill agreements dealing with time
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schedules, routes, the interchange of
equipment, the settlement of claims, the
promotion of safety, or the promotion of
adequacy, economy, or efficiency of
operation or service.

When this bill is narrowed down to
permit agreements .pertaining to rates
and charges and to procedures for con-
sidering and initiating rates and
changes, and related matters, it should
be clearly understood that the bill would
not authorize the establishment of rates
in any way different from that now re-
quired by the Interstate Commerce Act.
The carriers would not be permitted to
by-pass the Commission in establishing
their rates. The authority and power of
the Commission would not be limited in
any way. The carriers could con-
tinue to discuss and argue about pro-
posed rate changes just as they have for
the past 50 years. They would still have
to file their rate proposals with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. And it
would still have the full and final power
to determine whether or not those pro-
posals can be placed in effect.

The dramatic events of the past few
days has again forcefully brought to our
minds the importance, the vital neces-
sity, of transportation in our domestic
economy. We must not forget that
transportation is very important to our
national defense. We have recently au-
thorized the expenditure of billions of
dollars to rebuild and strengthem our
armed forces. Congress is virtually
unanimous in its desire to make the
Nation strong enough to meet any con-
tingency. The adoption of this bill is
Jjust as important to our national defense
as it is to our domestic economy.

It is argued that Congress should not
act on this bill because there_are cases
pending in court in which the carriers are
charged with conspiracy to restrain trade
under the antitrust laws. The fact that
those suits are pending is one of the im=~
portant reasons why we should act now.
Certainly any conference or agreement
which is in furtherance of the national
transportation policy should not be con=
sidered an unlawful conspiracy in re-
straint of trade. This bill would author-
ize only such action as is in furtherance
of the national transportation policy.
Surely we do not intend, under the anti-
trust laws; to prohibit joint action which
is constructive and helpful, which actu-
ally promotes the public welfare and our
national objectives in transportation,
Surely the restraints and prohibitions
of the antitrust laws should not be ap-
plied to a highly regulated industry in
the same way they are to be applied to
one which is not. The adoption of this
bill would make it clear that constructive,
helpful action in transportation is not
unlawful,

The Congress in 1916 recognized the
need of legislation of this type for the
oceangoing water carriers and passed an
#ct which has been in effect since that
time. No one has thought of seeking re-
peal of the provision for agreements be-
tween this type of carriers.

In 1938 in the Civil Aeronautics Act
of that year, the Congress again saw the
absolute necessity for placing full power
of regulation in the Civil Aeronautics
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Board, and no one in Congress knows of
anyone who has ever thought of repeal-
ing that provision of the law.

The bill, as originally drawn, places
motor carriers, water carriers, freight
forwarders, and rail carriers under the
same provisions which have been given
under the Maritimé Act of 1916, and
which was given to common carriers by
air in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938.

Every man here recognizes the abso-
lute importance of transportation from
a national standpoint, whether it be on
land, sea, or in the air., When this bill
is passed and becomes law, I know that
you—the Members of this Congress—
will have played a great part in promot-
ing the public welfare, and that you are
acting in response to the will of the over-
whelming majority of the public when
you vote for this measure. You may
say, and truthfully say, that in the long
period of time which transportation laws

have been enacted by Congress that

never before has there been such an
overwhelming public and official support
of any transportation measure in the
Congress.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman, in
the limited time allotted for general de-
bate on this measure, it is not possible
for me to make as full a statement con-
cerning the bill as I would like. How=-
ever, suffice it to say that the bill was
reported favorably by the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce with
only one dissenting vote. Furthermore,
it should be noted that a similar bill,
likewise introduced by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. BULWINKLE]
ja the Seventy-ninth Congress, was fav-
orably reported by the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
passed this House by a vote of 277 to 45,
a majority of 6 to 1. This bill was not
reached in the Senate before adjourn-
ment.

The House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce has held exten-
sive hearings on this bill. The hearings
showed that there was practically unani-

" mous support for its enactment. In fact,
in all my experience in this House, and,
with upwards of 18 years of service on
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, I have never known any
piece of transportation legislation that
has had such unanimous approval as has
this bill.

The bill has the virtually unanimous
support of all those directly interested in
transportation, including commissions,
both Federal and State, charged with the
responsibility of regulating transporta-
tion, carriers of all kinds, and shippers
throughout the country, including indus-
trial, agricultural, and livestock interests,
Col. J. Monroe Johnson, Director of the
Office of Defense Transportation, said
his testimony before this committee on
June 27, 1947, page 219 of the hearings:

The unanimity of those interested in and
with knowledge of transportation in favor
of this legislation is perhaps unprecedented.

Among many hundreds of private or-
ganizations and governmental depart-
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ments and agencies that, through repre-
sentations at the hearings before the
House and Senate Committees in the
Seventy-ninth and kightieth Congresses,
by formal resolution or otherwise, placed
themselves on record as favoring legisla-
tion of the character recommended by
your committee are the following: The
Office of Defense Transportation, the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, the Na-
tional Association of Railroad and Util-
ities Commissioners, numerous State reg-
ulatory bodies, State legislatures, and de-
partments of ageiculture of many States,
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
neers, numerous shippers’ traffic and
transportation organizations, including
the National Industrial Traffic League
and the National Association of Shippers’
Advisory Boards, numerous associations
of farmers and livestock growers, includ-
ing the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the National Grange, the American
National Live Stock Association, the Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives,
and the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable
Association; and chambers of commerce
and other business organizations of va-
rious cities, States, and regions.

I cannot think of anyone who has had
any appreciable amount of transporta-
tion experience, either as a user, trans-
portation worker, manager, owner, or
Government regulator, who has raised his
voice against this bill.

This bill recognizes the necessity and
advisability of continuing the estab-
lished system of rate-making that has
been followed in this country for up-
wards of 60 years, without objection by
any Federal or State regulatory agency.
In fact, these so-called conferences,
wherein representatives of railroads,
large and small, other transportation
agencies, shippers and representatives of
the public sit down and discuss together
questions of rates, services, and so forth,
has become so fixed and has resulted so
satisfactorily that they may well be con-
sidered as having become a part of our
transportation system. It has only been
recently that any question was ever
raised to challenge their legality on the
ground they violate the antitrust laws.

Due to the necessity of devising prac-
tical means of dealing with matters re-
quiring joint action by two or more rail-
roads, there have grown up among the
railroads during a long period of time,
and are now in operation, a large num-
ber of joint organizations bearing vari-
ous designations such as bureaus, asso-
ciations, committees, and conferences,
the purpose of which is to facilitate joint
action by the participating carriers with
respect to the many matters in connec-
tion with which such action is neces-
sary. The nature of these organizations,
and the need for their continued exist-
ence and operation, under proper con-
trol, if the transportation needs of the
country are to be adequately met, are
fully stated and discussed later in this
report,

Such joint organizations are not lim-
ited to the railroads. The motor car-
riers, as they developed and came under
regulation similar to that-imposed upon
the railroads, found it necessary to set
up similar organizations and were en-
couraged by the Interstate Commerce

May 11

Commission in so doing. The water car-
riers have also found it necessary to set
up similar organizations.

As stated by Commissioner Aitchison,
testifying for the Commission in support
of the bill, H. R. 2536, in the Seventy-
ninth Congress:

Business has conformed to necessity and
realities, and carriers of all types have formed
associations and bureaus, and have dealt
collectively with each other and with the
public openly and seemingly under the as-
sumption that as long as their collective
action furthered the purposes of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, was not coercive, pre-
served the right of independent action, and
did not unreasonably restrain commerce,
they vlolated no law.

These organizations have not only
been operated openly, with the full
knowledge of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, the various State regulatory
bodies, the shippers, and all others hav-
ing knowledge of transportation mat-
ters, but in many instances, particularly
in the case of the rate associations, they
have been maintained with the approval
and cooperation of the shippers and have
been encouraged by the Commission and
various other agencies and departments
of the Government as both necessary and
desirable. In fact, various departments
and agencies of the Government have
frequently utilized them to advantage.

In recent years, however, certain offi-
clals of the Department of Justice, in
speeches delivered in various parts of the
country and im other ways, began to
question the legality under the antitrust
laws of the cooperative activities carried
on by the carriers through various joint
organizations, and more particularly
through their rate associations.

These developments have caused grave
concern among all those having direct
interest in transportation, who see in
the situation a threat to long-standing
practices in the transportation imdustry
that were developed in cooperation with
the shippers and have proved their
worth, This concern is evidenced by the
views expressed by the shipping and
business interests of the country, and by
governmental authorities, during the
hearings this year and in the Seventy-
ninth Congress.

It is recognized by all who are familiar
with the problems of transportation that
the carriers subject to the Interstate
Commerce Act cannot satisfactorily meet
their duties and responsibilities there-
under, and the basic purposes of that act
cannot be effectively carried out, unless
such carriers are permitted to engage in
joint activities to a substantial extent.
The public interest will not be served if
there is permitted to continue the exist-
ing state of uncertainty as to the extent
to which carriers may engage in joint
activity without risk of violating the
antitrust laws.

The situation is one which clearly calls
for prompt action by Congress, The
problem involved is one of reconciling
and harmonizing two great principles of
public policy which have been declared
by Congress. One of these principles is
embodied in the antifrust laws. These
laws, which are enforced by the Depart-
ment of Justice, apply broadly for the
purpose of preventing unlawful restraints
upon competition in all fields of inter-
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state trade and commerce. The other
principle, applicable in the relatively lim-~
ited field of transportation in interstate
commerce by carriers subject to the In-
terstate Co_mmerce Act, is found in the
national transportation policy declared
in the Interstate Commerce Act, as fol-
lows:

It is hereby declared to be the national
* transportation pollcy of the Congress to pro-
vide for fair and impartial regulation of all
modes of transportation subject to the pro-
visions of this act, so administered as to
recognize and preserve the inherent advan-
tages of each; to promote safe, adequate,
economical, and efficient service and foster
sound economic conditions in transportation
and among the several carriers; to encourage
the establishment and maintenance of
reasonable charges for transportation serv-
ices, without unjust discriminations, undue
preferences or advantages, or unfair or de-
structive competitive practices; to cooperate
with the several States and the duly author-
ized officials thereof; and to encourage falr
wages and equitable working conditions; all
to the end of developing, coordinating, and
preserving a national transportation system
by water, highway, and rail, as well as other
means, adequate to meet the needs of the
commerce of the United States, of the postal
gervice, and of the national defense. All of
the provisions of this act shall be adminis-
tered and enforced with a view to earrying
out the above declaration of policy.

The Interstate Commerce Commission,
in administering the regulatory laws ap-
plicable to common carriers engaged in
interstate commerce, is under the duty
to see to it that the principles of the na-
tional transportation policy are carried
out.

It is obvious that confusion and un-
certainty are inevitable where these two
principles of public policy, administer
and enforced by different agencies, are
applied in such a way that there is con-
flict between them. It is equally obvious
that the Congress cannot itself, by leg-
islation, deal with each instance of joint
action by earriers to resolve whatever
conflict may exist between the principles
of the antitrust laws and the national
transportation policy.

The only practical approach to the
problem is to grant to a competent ad-
ministrative agency, as is proposed in the
bill, the authority to resolve the conflict
in specific instances of proposed joint
action by carriers.

Since this problem arises in the rela-
tively circumscribed field of transporta-
tion, the agency which is peculiarly well
qualified to exercise this authority is the
Interstate Commerce Commission. The
bill here reported, therefore, places this
responsibility upon that Commission.

The bill leaves the antitrust laws to
apply with full force and effect to car-
riers, so far as they are now applicable,
except as to such joint agreements or
arrangements between them as may have
been submitted to the Inferstate Com-
merce Commission and approved by that
body upon a finding that, by reason of
furtherance of the national transporta-
tion policy as declared in the Interstate
Commerce Act, relief from the antitrust
laws should be granted.

The bill provides for no relief from any
provision of law other than the antitrust
laws. Notwithstanding the approval of
an agreement by the Commission, all pro-
visions of the Inferstate Commerce Act
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will apply to the carriers and to action
taken by them to the same extent and in
the same manner as though such agree-
ment had not been approved.

As introduced, the bill would permit
any carrier, party to an agreement be-
tween or among two or more carriers, to
apply to the Commission for approval of
the agreement, if such approval is not
otherwise prohibited by the provisions of
the Interstate Commerce Act. If the
Commission finds that the agreement is
in furtherance of the national transpor-
tation policy, and approves the agree-
ment, then the parties are relieved from
the operation of the antitrust laws with
respect to the making and carrying out

. of the agreement and may act through a

conference, rate bureau, or other such
organization to fix rates, charges, divi-
sions, and so forth, subject, however, to
Interstate Commerce Commission ap-
proval of such rates, and so forth.

In granting its approval the Commis-
sion may attach such conditions as it

deems necessary. The Commission upon

complaint or upon its own initiative
may recall any agreement previously ap-
proved hy it for modification or termina-
tion. Certain other safeguards requested
by shipper organizations have been in-
cluded in vhe bill, The most notable of
these is the provision which would pre-
vent carriers of a different class, such as
railroads and truck lines, from agreeing
on matters other than joint rates or
routes.

Qur transportation network in the
United States is made up of four classes:
First, railroad; second, motor carriers;

‘third, inland and coastal water carriers;

and, fourth, air carriers. In each of these
classes are hundreds of operators. In
order that each class, consisting of these
hundreds of operators, may provide its
through Nation-wide service, it is abso-
Iutely necessary for its operators to meet
and confer and finally agree on a great
many matters, principal among which is
rates. If they are to be prohibited from
conferring and agreeing on some of these
matfers, we will have throttled our Na-
tion-wide system of transportation and
will be placed in the dilemma of choosing
between carriers acting solely for them-
selves and performing a provincial job of
transportation, or sacrificing the benefits
of private ownership and operation of
transportation for Government opera-
tion. In other words, we will either break
up our Nation-wide system or force the

. Government to take it over, unless the

Congress authorizes approval of the con-
ference system of doing business in trans-
portation.

At this peint I should like to read to
the Members of the House a statement
made by the late Joseph B. Eastman, the
most well-known and most highly re-
spected Government officer in the field
of transporation regulation. Mr. East-
man, who served as a member of the
Interstate Commerce Commission for a
quarter of a century, and who was al-
ways considered to be a champion of the
public and shippers, made this state-
ment:

It must be clear to any reasonsble man
that a carrier cannot respond to all the
duties imposed by law if the individual ear-
rier acts in a vacuum. It is a situation
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which, under all the conditions, plainly calls
for eonsultation, conference, and organiza-
tion and for many acts of & jolnt or co-
operative character ,* * =,

I am wholly convinced that if the car-
rlers of the country are to respond to the
duties and obligations imposed upen them
by the Interstate Commerce Act, and if the
rate structure is to be reasonable, free from
unjust discrimination or undue preference
and prejudice, as simple and consistent as
may be, reasonably stable, and sufficient for
the financlal needs of private ownership and
operation, the carriers must be In a position
to consult, confer, and deal collectively with
many phases of the matter, and that while
the ultimate right of individual action
should be scrupulously preserved, it is de-
sirable that such action should not be taken
without prior notice to fellow carriers and
shippers and an opportunity for them to
express their views.

Let me also remind you gentlemen of
the House that by the enactment of this
legislation we are not setting any dan-
gerous precedent for the future. Im-
munity from the antitrust laws was
granted to the coastal shipping lines in
1916. More recently in 1938, a provision
much broader than that proposed here
for the surface carriers was incorpo-
rated into the Civil Aeronautics Act and
is now a part of that act. It has been
said that if we grant this relief to car-
riers we will have the steel companies,
the oil companies, the automobile com-
panies, and all sorts of big business com-
ing to the Congress demanding the same
treatment. Our answer to them need
only be—when you submit to regulation
and are regulated as completely as com-
mon carriers, both by the States and
the Federal Government, we will be glad
to afford you the same treatment. It
is well knmown that almest every phase
of the business of common carriers is
subjected to governmental regulation.

Such opposition as has been raised
against the pending bill has been aimed
chiefly at its broad scope. It has been
said that no one wants to strike down
the rate bureaus buf that this bill would
also authorize Interstate Commerce
Commission approval of agreements
having to do with schedules, air condi-
tioning, and nuMmerous other phases of
transportation. The author of the bill,
my distinguished colleague from North
Carolina, realizing that such objection as
has been made was aimed almost entirely
at features other than rates which might
be the subject of an approved agreement,
came before our committee and suggested
that we greatly narrow the scope of the
bill. The committee is of the opinion
that the broader form of the bill is per-
fectly justifiable in view of the control
that the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion would have of the agreements, but
in order to avoid controversy and to limit
the bill to what is absolutely essential
for the operation of the carriers, the
committee has decided to limit the sub-
ject matter to agreements relating to
rate matters. The committee thus has
concurred in the author’s suggestion and
will today offer an amendment limiting
the scope of the bill to rate matters, thus
removing almost the last semblance of
objection that has been heretofore
raised.

When so amended, the bill will do sim-
ply this: It will authorize any carrier,
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party to an agreement, to form a rate
bureau or a rate association, to apply
to the Interstate Commerce Commission
for approval of the agreement to form
such a rate bureau or association, and if
the Commission finds that the agree-
- ment meets the standards set forth in
the bill, then the rate bureau or asso-
ciation so formed will not be subject to
attack under the provisions of the anti-
trust laws. It is, of course, the duty of
the carriers to initiate reasonable and
nondiscriminatory rates. The bill will
not authorize the railroads or truck lines
or water carriers to make their own
rates. It will not give the Commission
power to authorize them to make their
own rates, it will merely give the Com-
mission the authority to approve the or-
ganization of rate bureaus or rate asso-
ciations. After such approval the mem-
bers of the bureau or association will
meet for the consideration of rates just
exactly as they do today and have done
for more than half a century. The prod-
uet of the conference, namely, the pro-
posed new rate or change of an old rate,
still will have to be filed in tariff form
with the Commission and will by itself
require the approval of the Interstate
Commerce Commission before it can be
put into effect. Thus, the public, the
shippers, and the Government will have
double opportunity to protect themselves
against unjust or unduly discriminatory
rates on the part of the carriers.

So, we are here confronted with this
simple guestion, Shall we have an orderly
system of rate making which has been
evolved through more than half a cen-
tury of Government regulation and
shipper and carrier cooperation, or shall
we have an era of chaos in which the
proven system will be discarded and
carriers will be required to make rates
without considering the effect on ship-
pers and carriers other than those im-
mediate'y concerned with the rate be-
ing made or changed?

There has been some discussion which
would lead the public to believe that the
carriers will escape some regulation
presently imposed by law if this bill
passes. Let me point out that quite the
contrary is true. The conference meth-
od is not now subject to any regulatory
authority under existing law. This bill
would place rate bureaus and other car-
rier conference systems under regula-
tions by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, if their deliberations are to be
exempt from the operation of the anti-
trust laws.

Passage of this bill will merely effec-
tuate and make possible the carrying out
of the declared policy of the Congress.

Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. FoLGER].

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, from
the experiences heretofore had in respect
to this legislation, I was not minded to-
day more than to register my opposition
to the bill which is offered to us again in
substantially the form which it carried
in previous bills presented to the House.
That experience was that a similar bill
was accepted by this body by a vote of 277
to 45. I do not know that even the elec-
tion of 1946 or any other circumstance
has sufficiently changed the complexion
or the determination of the Members of
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the House for one who is unalferably
opposed to the legislation to assume or to
think through the wildest imagination
that his reiterated opposition to the
measure would carry any weight result-
ing in something different from that that
happened before.

Mr. Chairman, I regard this as turning
over to the transportation companies of
the United States the life of the industry
and the commerce of this Nation. It is
not only as between railroads, but as be-
tween and among railroads, pipe lines,
trucking companies, and every other
mode of transportation service, which
permits them to sit down together and
make rates and tariffs covering every
commodity conceivable and affecting

every part of this Nation, with continued *

discrimination, if they please, against
one section of the country and with im-
punity on account of the provisions of
this bill that they are not answerable to
the Sherman antitrust !aw or any other
antitrust law; to say, as was said in the
language of this bill, that the Interstate
Commerce Commission can take a look
at this thing and approve it if it con-
forms to the standards provided for, in
certain sections of this bill. Not if they
find it to be just to every section and
equitable to all industry in this country,
but if it conforms to the standards set
down, which do not relate to the failure
of discrimination or a conspiracy to fix
rates and charges as they may please, in
one section of the country as much under
their domination as another, yet with
the privilege and the power to dis-
criminate against any section of this
Nation with impunity, and the antitrust
laws cannot stop it.

To my mind, Mr, Chairman, this is
the most dangerous piece- of legislation
that has been offered to the economy of
this country in many years.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
and include my previous remarks on this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

DANGER OF TRANSPORTATION MONOFOLY To OUR
ENTIRE ECONOMY :
(Speech of Hon. Joun H. Forcer, of North
Carolina, in the House of Representatives,
Tuesday, July 22, 1947)
GOOD-BY ANTITRUST LAWS

Mr. FoLGer. Mr. Speaker, there can be no

question as to these bills exempting rail-

roads, trucking companies, ailr lines, and .

other interstate carriers from prosecution
under the Sherman antitrust laws.

This legislation is sought and sponsored
by officials of the American Association of
Rallroads, abetted by other frelight-forward-
ing interests.

I guess every Member of Congress knows
this, The lobbying for this bill has been
notorious and complete.

From an economic point of view, this is
the worst bill offered to Congress in the past
26 years, It means economic slavery and
opens wide the door to monopolies of the
worst sort, with regional cartels in every
business in the United States, binding hand
and foot the business of the Nation. If
enacted into law, we shall be at the mercy
completely of the United States transporta-
tion systems—railroads, trucking companies,
water carriers, and pipe lines—who would
be authorized- to agree on rates—rallroads-
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with rallroads, railroads with trucking com-
panies, water carriers with other common
carriers, They could discriminate against
areas and sections of the United States at
will.

The antitrust laws are the bulwark of free
enterprise.

They guarantee the freedom of the market
place, and agalnst the restraints and evils
of monopoly and trust agreements.

The antitrust laws insure the freedom of
all men, wherever, in the United States, they
may reside and engage in free private enter-
prise, to feel safe and be safe in these
undertakings and businesses, so far as dan-
gers of monopoly and cartels might adversely
affect their legitimate activities. In the
language of Theodore Roosevelt, these laws
would guarantee to every one “a square deal.”

To enact legislation, under any pretext,
that would Insulate or eliminate any one
from the application of these laws, is mon-
strous. And yet we have, in H. R. 221, sectlon
(8), page 4, the following:

“Parties to any agreement approved by the
Commission under this sectlon (meaning
section Ba (b) with subsections (1), (2),
(3), (4), (6), (6), (7), (8), and (9)), and
other persons are, if approval of such agree-
ment is not prohibited by paragraph (3),
(4), or (5), hereby relieved from the opera-
tion of the antitrust laws with respect to
the making of such agreement and with
respect to the carrying out of such agree-
ment, ete.”

And in the Senate bill, 8. 110, a little more
adroitly put, the following:

“(9) No agreement approved by the Com-
mission under this section (meaning sec-
tion 6a (b), subsections or paragraphs (1),
(2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), and (8), and
no conference or point or concerted action
pursuant to and in conformity with such
agreement, as th2 same may be conditioned
by the Commission, shall be deemed to be
a contract, combination or conspiracy, or
monopoly in restraint of trade or commerce
within the meaning of the antitrust laws.”

And antitrust laws are aimed at, and make
unlawful contracts, combinations, conspir-
acy, and monopoly in restraint of trade and
commerce.

By these bills, such contracts, combina-
tions, conspiracies and monopoly are blessed
and made legal, If entered into or carried on
by transportation companies.

Why should one ask to be relieved from
the operation or application of laws against
monopolies and conspiracies in restraint of
trade and commerce? Why should such a
request be granted?

This is a dangerous bill,
to pass.

Business and free competitive enterprise
have the right to be protected by law against
monopolies, trusts, conspiracies, and combi-
nations by carriers or anybody else.

I am not willing to make these things
lawful on approval by any person or body of
persons, agency or commission, or bureau.

The transportation systems constitute
America’s biggest business; and this sys-
tem—transportation—substantially controls
every other business.

- Already discrimination in freight rates has
made or retarded business in different sec-
tions of the United States. Under this area
discrimination some have thrived and grown
great, while those in other sections have
suffered and dwindled away; or in more in-
stances have been unable to proceed at all.

Why this haste in passing this far-reaching
legislation, whittling away the Sherman
antitrust law and the Clayton Act? And
this at the spot most vital to business and
enterprise throughout the country.

Ralilroads have already been found guilty
of these violations of fair play, even though
we have all along had standing by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. This is not
particularly an indictment of the Commis-
sion-or-its personnel; but shows the impos=

It ought never
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sibility of thelr exercising control over the
transportation system of the country; and
the necessity of retaining our antitrust laws,
applicable to them as fully as to any.

Through the device of a hlerarchy of as-
gociations, headed by the Association of
American Railroads, the transportation mo-
nopoly in combination with monopolies in
other basic Industries, such as steel and oil,
has so fixed transportation charges as to
maintain the jndustrial status quo and stifle
free enterprise and competitive business, 1e-
sulting in monopoly practices and prices to
the exclusion or suppression of fair competi-
tion, attended by high prices to the con-
sumer.

Resort to the antitrust laws has been and
will continue to be the only forum for re-
dress or correction of these evils.

The arbitrary rail-rate structure estab-
lished by the illicit monopoly has prevented
the southern and western regions from de-
veloping industries.

To concentrate these industries makes for
unjustified long hauls, stifles the growth of
industries, and unreasonably concentrates
population, to the over-all detriment of the
Nation. The bill would legalize and perpetu-
ate the coercive power and control by the
rallroad association of all tion.

Bection 5 of the House bill is an illusion—
a snare. It feigns a provision that the Com-
mission shall not approve any agreement es-
tablishing a procedure for determination of
any matter through joint consideration, un-
less it inds that under the agreement, oppor-
tunity to act contrary to the determination
arrived at through such procedure is afforded
to each party to the agreement which did not
concur in the determination.

What could a small or one large road, or
truck line, or water carrler do independently
of a determination made by the association?
Nothing. Freight that originated on one of
these carriers could not move over lines with«
in the association. They just would not get
any Interstate business.

Competition between the various forms of
transportation—railroads, trucks, barge lines,
pipe lines, has been eflectively curtailed
through joint action between the organiza-
tions of these varicus modes of transporta-
tion, which have agreed and conspired, suc-
cessfully, to ralse the level of rates in each
form to the highest point. This notwith-
standing the fact that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has heen existent.

The proposed legislation would facilitate
the strengthening of these combinations in
each mode of transportation as amongst the
several forms, and as well between and within
the various forms with each other,

This legislation would make lawful all
such combinations intra and inter the vari-
ous modes of transportation.

Section 11 of S. 110 would approve what- _

ever may be the judgment of the Bupreme
Court in Georgia against Pennsylvania Rajl-
road Co. and others, but only so far as any
announced principle relates to the parties
to that suit. j

This may help some—but, even so, not
much—only the parties to that particular
action.

The bills comprehend agreements to fix
rates, to limit services, to control the con-
struction and utilization of equipment and
facilities and other matters connected with
the ftransportation industry. It excludes
nothing from the conspiracy, made lawful,
but pooling, division, consolidation, merger,
purchase, lease, acquisition.

Under specific provisions of both bills, the
transportation industry could set up and per-
petuate a private government which would
have .the power, through combination and
concerted action, to control rates, facilities,
and all else affecting transportation in every
form, in every part of the United States,
limited howhere, except possibly as any such
combination might relate to the parties in
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the Georgia case and there restricted very
little.

The immediate origin of this legislation
was likely the exigencies of World War II,
when the Government was the principal
shipper, in an emergency, and such legisla-
tlon was only defensible to meet the tem-
porary emergency situation.

Now it has been seized upon as & perma-
nent machinery for the control of transpor-
tation rates by the transportation companies
acting in concert to the lasting detriment of
the public. It ought not to be allowed.

The phrase “agreement between two or
more carriers concerning or providing rules,
and so forth, for consideration, initiation, or
establishment of rates, fares, charges, includ-
ing charges among or between carriers,
classification divisions, and so forth, or the
promotion of adequacy, economy, or efficiency
of operation,” is so broad as to authorize
agreements, combinations, conspiracies, and
concerted action comprehending every phase
and activity of the transportation fleld. It
could hardly be broader. The shipper will
have no recourse in law.

Now, the antitrust laws apply to protect
independence of action by individual car-
riers, and to preserve the area of competition
within the zone of reasonableness.

Enact into law eifther of these bills and
that public protection is gone.

As the law is, the several carriers are Iin
competition for business; they may, within
the zone of reasonableness, acquire business
by the adjustment of rates and fares so as to
retain the desired traffic for their own lines;
but under this law, these charges
are fixed by combined agreements, and no
one of them would dare breach such agree-
ment, or even refuse to enter into it.

The power to fix rates, and so forth, is not
vested in the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion now, but it is in the power of this Com=
mission to say whether rates and fares of car-

riers are within the zone of reasonableness. .

Our antitrust laws say they shall not be
fixed by concerted action, In restraint of
trade or commerce.

The power to fix each rate is too vast and
complicated fto be exercised In detail by a
responsible agency or regulatory body. The
geveral carriers, individually, may prepare
their schedule of rates, charges, and fares,
and submit these to the Commission for

“approval or modification.

But to grant the carriers the power to get
together some dark night and agree on fares,
rates, charges, and everything pertaining to
transportation, including all forms of trans-
portation, is bestowing on them the control
of the entire economy of this Nation, affect-
ing every man, woman, and child in it, and
those unborn.

To say this vast, complicated machinery is
subject to the approval of the Commission is
mockery and without force or assurance.

Not even 10 Solomons in all thelr wisdom
could do such & job,

The Commission can operate in single
cases, and within the zone of reasonableness
to each; if fortified by our antitrust laws
against combinations in restraint of trade.

Please do not allow this legislation. It Is
bad. It menaces not only areas and sections,
but the entire Nation.

Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 7 minutes to the genileman from
Texas [Mr. GOSSETT].

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Chairman, I
realize that those of us speaking against
this bill are simply voices crying in the
wilderness. I do not want to cast any
aspersions upon the sincerity of the pro-
ponents of this legislation in the House.
I do not pose as an expert on transporta-
tion. There are only a few people who
can so qualify. However, I do know
something of the origin of this legisla--
tion. I know that it was not seriously
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proposed until after the Lincoln case
was filed in Nebraska, and until after
the Georgia case was filed in the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

The Lincoln case was based upon the
so-called Western agreement, which
everybody admits was a violation of the
law. It was an agreement which had
not been filed with the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, rather, concealed
from it, and when discovered, the rail-
roads filed it and then revoked it.

There are a few other things I know
about this legislation, and it makes me
strongly suspicious of it. In the first
place, reference has been made to the
unanimity of support. There has been
ne money spent lobbying against this
bill. There has been at least $1,000,000
spent, perhaps with good intentions on
the part of most proponents in support:
of this bill. They have gone up and
down the land getting resolutions of
Chambers of Commerce, including those
in my district, saying that the Bulwinkle
bill should be passed. It has been dressed
up in rather fine raiment, and many
people feel that it is necessary for the
general welfare of the country. In this
I think they are entirely mistaken.

‘What does the bill do? In the jude-
ment of most of us who oppose the bill,
it clearly exempts the railroads from
the operation of the antitrust laws. The
railroads can do all that is necessary to
be done in the matter of rate making
under existing law. They do not need
the protection which they seek in this
legislation.

The Attorney General,
against this bill, said:

Both the Commission and the courts rec-
ognize. that under the statutory scheme of
regulation the railroads possess wide latitude
and are charged with individual respon-
sibility and initiative in the establishrient
and modification of rates and fares and in
the provision of facilities and services.

Then speaking of powers conferred by
the bill the Attorney General states:

The bill fails, however, to give any assur=-
ance that the private power created by such
agreements, once they are approved by the
Commission, will be susceptible to public
control and supervision.

Assistant Attorney General Berge, tes-
tifying against this bill, said it was “a
bold and flagrant attempt to get special
privileges and special protection” for the
railroad “monopoly group already well
entrenched.”

The railroad industry is a $24,000,-
000,000 concern. It has allied with it
tremendous financial interests of the
North and East. They have gotten along
fairly well under existing rules and regu-
lations, and they seek now simply to
further sclidify their tremendous eco-
nomic power and to eliminate compe-
tition.

Now, let me remind you folks what
it means when competition is eliminated.
There is a certain gentleman in the rail-
road fraternity, you know, of recent years
who has been attacking some of the old
rules and regulations.. As a result, I
can now ride from here to Texas on a
through pullman. Other improvements
in railroad facilities and services have
been made as a result of competition,

testifying
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- If competition is eliminated you will
be riding on the same old passenger cars
40 years hence, and public service will
deteriorate rather than improve. . The
last bit of revenue will be squeezed out
of the transportation operations with
a minimum of service.

Now Mr. Berge makes these further
charges against this bill:

1. Through the davice of a hierarchy of
associations headed at the top by the Asso-
ciation of American Rallroads, the transpor-
tation monopoly, in combination with the
monopolies in other basic industrles, such
as cement and oil combines, has so fixed
transportation prices as to maintsin the
industrial status quo and to prevent a new
enterprise from competing with the indus-
trial monopolies.

2, The arbitrary rail-rate structure estab-
lished by the illicit monopoly has prevented
southern and western regions from develop-
ing their industries.

3. This bill would legalize the present un-
lawful domination and control over the
Netion's competitive economy possessed by
the Association of American Rallroads and
its industrial allies.

They come here now and tell us that
they need this bill in order to get together
on rates. They can now collaborate on
rates. But under this legislation if
passed, they can do a great deal more
than that. What they would do if this
pill is passed is not only to fix rates, but
also to eliminate competition. Here is
a faster carrier that perhaps can get
perishable goods to the market a little
sooner. He would be restricted in his
operations in favor of another carrier.
They could also determine whether or
not emergency rates can be fixed on
shipments and discriminate against
movement of traffic in certain areas in
favor of the movement of traffic in other
areas. i

The point has been made that small
carriers and many private citizens are
writing letters to Congressmen saying,
“We approve this legislation.” If you
talk with the folks who have written you
from back home, I venture to say that
you will find that nine out of ten of them
do not have any idea what the Bulwinkle
bill is all about and they will tell you,
“TI wrote you that letter in response to a
request from somebody up the line.”

The Association of American Rail-
roads have a way of bringing economic
pressure on the small carrier. They
simply can cut off the fraffic that they
give them and route the shipments some-
where else. They can whip them into
line. You have an industry here per-
haps the biggest and most powerful in
the Nation coming in and saying, “We
want to be exempted from the anti-trust
laws. The railroads cannot serve two
masters. We need protection.” Protec-
tion from what? It is obvious that not-
withstanding the claims that are made
for this legislation, it seeks to give to the
transportation monopoly of the country
a further monopoly. I want to say to
you that in my judgment, the greatest
threat to the economic security of this
country now and perhaps for years to
come is monopoly of one kind or another,
We need trust busting not trust perpetu-
ation. Competition has always been
and will always be the lifeblood of trade,
and through competition, the public gets
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better services and better commodities
at lower prices.. It is ridiculous to be

told that in the public interest we must

exempt this.gigantic railroad monopoly,
dominaied and controlled by the Asso-
ciation of American Railroads from the
operations of the antitrust laws. To
paraphrase an old saying, “This is more
power than honest operators would want,
and more power than dishonest operators
ought to have.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. CarsoN].

Mr. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to keep the record straight for the
benefit of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, GossETT], who just made a few re-
marks a moment ago to the effect that
this legislation was introdueced after two
suits were brought in the Supreme
Court—that is the Georgia case and the
Lincoln, Nebr., case. Let us look at the
facts and see if that is true.

The original Bulwinkle bill, H R.
2720, was introduced in the Seventy-
eighth Congress on May 17, 1943. That
was 5 years ago. It was not until June
12, 1944, over 1 year later, that the
original complaint was filed by the State
of Georgia in the United States Supreme
Court.

Furthermore, the amended complaint,
on which the case is principally founded,
was not filed by the State of Georgia
until September 15, 1944, a year and 4
months after the introduction of the
original Bulwinkle hill,

With regard to the second contention,
that is, with respect to the Lincoln,
Nebr., case, bear in mind that the orig-
inal Bulwinkle hill was introduced on
May 17, 1943, the original complaint in
the Lincoln case was not filed until Au-
gust 23, 1944, 1 year and 3 months later.

To sum up exactly what I have said,
H. R. 2720 was introduced more than a
year before either the Georgia suit or
the Lincoln suit were ever heard of.

We are trying in this bill to do the
thing we have been doing for the past 50
years or more, As the author of this
bill and my chairman have so well stated,
this came about after the Transporta-
tion Act of 1920, which, as we know, was
a complete departure from the regula-
tory plan which had preceded it. It
created a new policy, fostering the guar-
dianship of transportation. It distinctly
encouraged consolidations of carriers
under proper standards, as a means of
solving the major problems, leases, con-
trols, mergers, and authorizing the ap-
proval of pools of traffic and earnings.
The attorney generals recognized the
necessity for grouping the carriers to
bring about desired equality of rates and
rate stability.

I do not know of anyone who has bet-
ter stated the necessity for this legisla-
tion than the present chairman of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, Hon.
Clyde B. Aitchison, when he appeared
before the Senate Committee when this
bill was being considered in 1945, when
he said, in substance, this:

The carriers should be permitted to do col-
lectively and fearlessly that which the law,
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as expressed in the Interstate Commerce Act,
requires of them, in the large way contem-
plated by the spirit of the whole act and in
conformity with the national transportation
policy. But they should be permitted to do
this in a manner consistent with the public
interest, openly, fairly, without coercion,
and so as to preserve the essentials of private
enterprise within the permissible bounds of
the law.

Our chairman has related to you the
many fine organizations that appeared
before the committee. By actual count,
in the Senate hearings in 1945, there were
1,190 different organizations who ap-
peared before that committee in favor of
this legislation, consisting of many of the
livestock organizations, agricultural or-
ganizations, shippers, and trafic and
transportation organizations, business
organizations, chambers of commerce,
civic and other organizations, Exactly
1,190 of those different organizations ap-
peared before the Senate committee and
gii;;lher supported or spoke in favor of the

Mr. Chairman, no one in this country
has a greater interest in the legislation
now under consideration than the ship-
pers and receivers of freight. These
shippers and receivers know that their
business cannot be carried on without
conferences among railroads, and be-
tween themselves and railroads and oth-
er carriers of freight. They know from
actual experience that the just and rea-
sonable rates required by the Interstate
Commerce Act could never be obtained
without conferences between carrieis
and between shippers and carriers.

For more than 50 years such confer-
ences have taken place, openly and pub-
licly, participated in by shippers and re-
ceivers of freight, and with full knowl-
edge of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission and of State regulatory commis-
sions. And it has been only in the last
few years that any question has ever
been raised as to their legality or neces-
sity, and this by the Antitrust Division of
the Department of Justice under a new
theory that such conferences, even
though admittedly necessary, somehow
violate the antitrust laws, and should not
be permitted.

The only purpose of the bill now before
us is to permit the continuation of the
making of a limited and defined class of

_agreements with respect to rates which
are necessary for the carrying on of
transportation on a national scale, and
to provide additional supervision, regula-
tion, and control over the making of
such rate agreements by the regulatory
body charged by Congress with admin-
istration of the Interstate Commerce
Act, to the end that any such rate agree-
ments will not violate the antitrust laws.

The bill in no sense weakens the anti-
trust laws. On the contrary, it will cause
such laws to receive greater considera-
tion with respect to these particular
agreements on rate bureaus, because it
makes plain the will of Congress as to
what extent and what manner the anti-
trust laws shall -be considered and ap-
plied in the transportation industry, and
this by an agency of Congress created
over 60 years ago and charged with pro-
tecting the public interest in transporta-
tion matters. ;
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No fairer piece of legislation has come
before Congress in many years. It gives
the railroads and other carriers nothing
in the way of authority which they do
not already possess, nor does it deprive
them of any authority or managerial
discretion. It takes nothing whatsoever
away from the shippers and. users of
transportation. If anything, it gives to
them the added protection of closer su-
pervision and regulation over practices
which affect what they pay for transpor-
tation.

The bill hurts no one. It removes the
doubt cast by the Antitrust Division upon
the legality of agreements which time
and practice have proved absolutely nec-
essary, and at the same time surrounds
such agreements with additional safe-
guards to protect the public interest,
which includes the preservation of a
sound transportation system. The bill
deserves and merits prompt enactment.

Mr. LEA, Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Poacel.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it seems
to me that the measure we have before
us this afternoon should be tested not
by any of the expert theories that have
been advanced or any of the formulae
that have been suggested as having been
worked out by those who are supposed
to be experts. After all, our concern
should be, as I see it, for the welfare of
the people of America, and I think that
this proposal can be tested by two rather
simple and understandable yardsticks.

There is, of course, first, a question of
principle involved here—a principle the
determination of - which will decide
whether we want to have a corporate
economy, the type of economy that was
foisted on central Europe prior to World
War II where certain favored groups
were given monopolies, or whether we
believe in an economy of competition
where anyone has a right to compete on
equal terms with anyone else. It has
always been my belief that we should
follow the principle of competition. I
believe that it results in the highest
standard of living for all of our people.
I believe that it results in progress, in
advancement, in economies of operation,
and in improvement of services.

I have never observed the railroads or
any other industry giving the people any
more than they had to give, any more
than competition required. I look there-
fore with a great deal of trepidation upon
any proposal to wipe out competition. It
seems to me that on the basis of sound
public principles, on the basis of prin-
ciple, on the basis of what is sound for
the Nation, we should defeat this pro-
posal to abandon our free economy and
to adopt a program of protected mo-
nopoly.

The second test should be on the basis
of past experience. On the basis of ac-
tual results. The gentleman from Ohio
who recently addressed us suggested, and
I think correctly, that this was but an
extension, a continuation of what we have
had for the last 50 years. Does the gen-
tleman from Ohio or does any member of
the committee that brings this bill before

us suggest to the American people that

the freight-rate structure and the pas-
senger-rate structure of this country that
XCIV—-355
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has grown up-under this monopolistic
principle, even though it has been car-
ried on outside of the law, does the gen-
tleman suggest that our past method of
freight and passenger rate formation has
resulted in anything good for the Nation?
Does he think that our rate structures
are something to be proud of? Does he
think that these rate structures are some-
thing that the public can understand,
something that is workable and some-
thing that is doing the maximum good
for our people? Far from it. I think we
must all agree that one of the weakest
points in our present economy is our tre-
mendously complicated rate structure.
The experts do not understand it, neither
does anybody else. I do not believe there
is a man in this room who will claim he
understands what we have done during
the last 50 years; yet the gentlemen
come to us and suggest that we should
legalize the things that have been done
for the last 50 years without legal author-
ity. Why, Mr. Chairman, should we
continue in the same old way?

_If old ways are bad I do not think we
should continue them. I do not believe
that my section of the country has had a
square deal under that system of rate
making. The only time we have had any
reduction in rates was when we had some
competition fromunregulated truck lines.
During the early days of motor-freight
transportation we got some rate reduc-
tions in the Southwest, and I trust that
they were given in other sections of the
country, but they were given in every in-
stance as a result of competition that the
railroad had to face hefora it was possible
to pull a cloak of monopoly around the
shoulders of the carriers who now seek
to have that monopoly they so long en-
joyed outside the law whitewashed by
this Congress. If you believe in competi-
tion, vote against this bill.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. VUrseLL].

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me that there should be no
doubt in the minds of any of us as to the
propriety of this proposed legislation
known as the Bulwinkle bill. It is clearly
the duty of this Congress to state the
national policy and to write the law in
such a way that the national policy will
be carried out. This legislation is neces-
sary to clear up present conflict and
present confusion.

In one of the finest statements ever
made by Congress we have clearly set
forth the national policy in transporta-
tion. That declaration of policy is, in-
deed, a masterpiece. In it we have de-
clared our purpose: To provide fair and
impartial regulation to promote safe,
adequate, economical, and efficient serv-
ice; to foster sound economic conditions
in transportation; to encourage reason-
able charges without unjust discrimina-
tions, undue preferences, or unfair or de-
structive practices; and to encourage
fair wages and equitable working condi-
tions.

All to the end of developing, coordinat-
ing and preserving a system of trans-
portation adequate to meet the needs of
commerce, the postal service, and the
national defense.
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All this bill does is to say that agree-
ments and cooperative action which is in
furtherance of the policy we have stated
shall not be unlawful under the anti-
trust laws.

In other words, by the adoption of this
bill, we make it clear that action which
is in support of, in furtherance of our
policy as stated in one law, will not con-
stitute a crime under another law.

It has been argued that Congress
should not act because there are suits

pending in court to find out how far the .

antitrust laws should be applied to trans-
portation. But that is no reason for
delay. In fact, it is all the more reason
why we should act now. Are we to lay
down the policy of Congress and then
stand by while suits are dragged through
the courts to frustrate our policy? By
this bill we do no more than to say that
our transportation policy may be carried
out and put into effect and that other
laws shall not be twisted by court inter-
pretation to prevent that policy from
being effective.

This bill just makes plain common
sense. We passed this bill on December
10, 1945, by a vote of more than 6 to 1—
277 to 45. It took about 2 years for
the bill to come back to us. We should
clear up this confusion now. The over-
whelming endorsement of this bill is con-
vincing evidence that we were right then
and that we will be right now if we pass
it today.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Van
ZANDT].

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman,
what I have to say in a few minutes is
the desire of practically everyone with
any interest whatsoever in the problem
presented by this bill. And this includes
the railroads, the motor carriers, the wa-
ter carriers, freight forwarders, the ship-
pers of the country, the Interstate Com=
merce Commission, and the State regu-
latory commissions and traffic organiza-
tions throughout the land.

In the first place, let me make it clear
that I support the passage of the bill be-
cause as I understand the amendment
proposed by the committee, the only
agreements to be considered and ap-
proved by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission are those relating to rate mat-
ters. The bill is, to my mind, a necessary
addition to the powers already possessed
by the Commission with respect to rates,
and is the most practical and sensible
solution to a muddle in transportation
brought about by a useless and unneces-
sary conflict in-authority. The bill pre-
sents a positive and most constructive
solution. In brief, the bill says in effect
to the Commission, you now possess
great power over the rates of the various
carriers of the country: As the agent of
Congress, your powers will be increased
to the extent that you will be called upon
to inquire into the manner in which these
rates are determined—whether the
agreements between carriers, the joint
action and necessary conferences are in
accord with the national transportation
policy of Congress, and not violative of
the antitrust laws.

And here let me emphasize that the
bill does not remove the railroads from
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the antitrust laws. It places upon the
Interstate Commerce Commission the
responsibility of determining, under
standards set out in the bill, what can
and what cannot be done collectively by
carriers, with respect to rate matters and
authorizes the Commission to exempt
from the operation of the antitrust laws,
only such rate agreements as are neces-
sary to earry out the purposes of Con-
gress as set forth in the national trans-
portation policy. It grants no immunity
from the antitrust laws in any other
respect.

From the hearings and reports of both
the House and Senate Committees, there
is not the slightest doubt that the ship-
pers and regulatory bodies are unani-
mous in their approval of the contin-
uance of the conference method of deal-
ing with rates. Under the Interstate
Commerce Act, it is the duty of the rail-
roads and other carriers to initiate rea-
sonable and nondiscriminatory rates.
Without conferences and joint action, no
properly related rates could ever be es-
tablished. The hill provides a means for
continuing the present rate procedures
under the jurisdiction of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, and at the same
time protects the carriers, as well as the
public, from violation of the antitrust
laws in the process, by requiring Com-
mission approval of any necessary col-
lective activity which otherwise might
not be proper.

In effect, the bill is clearly a strength-
ening of governmental control and
supervision over the {ransportation
agencies of the country. And if it is not
passed, and if the rate-making pro-
cedures of the carriers should be con-
demned under the antitrust laws, the
shippers of the country would suffer a
most destructive blow. Orderly and re-
lated transportation rates would be im-
possible and the carrying ouf of the con-
gressional transporfation policy and
compliance with the requirements of the
Interstate Commerce Act would be im-
possible.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. O’Haral,

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Chairman, I oppose
this legislation.
ously and as ably as I knew how when it
was before us previously, and if by any
chance it should come back here again I
shall oppose it at that time, I do so with
deepest respect to the views of the pro-
tagonists of this legislation, and particu-
larly of my own committee. But it seems
to me that we have either a simple prin-
ciple that the antitrust laws ought to be
good for the country and all segments of
industry or else we ought to abolish them
altogether, instead of picking out one of
the great industries, the very necessary
transportation industry, and giving them
a dose of legislative immunization, then
saying to the rest of the country, “Well,
the antitrust laws apply to you, but not
to the railroads.” x

The people of the United States know
that the loss of economic or political
freedom by any segment of the world’s
population, endangers the continued
existence of these economic and political
rights in our own Nation. Preserving the
pattern’of freedom, both economic and

T opposed it as vigor- -
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political, is necessary; once it begins to
disintegrate, the rights of all will ulti-
mately be lost.

That is why I am so concerned about
the legislation that we are now consider-
ing which would allow exemption of the
railroads and other transportation agen-
cies from the antitrust laws. On one
hand, we can understand that once west-
ern Europe has lost its political freedom
that our political system is greatly en-
dangered, but on the other hand we may
not realize or fully appreciate the danger
to our economic system by the loss of
economic freedom by a large segment of
the economy of the United States such
as represented by the common ecarrier
transportation industry as embraced in
this legislation.

It seems to me that the basiec distin-
guishing feature between a free-enter-
prise system such as that which we have
long enjoyed and now cherish in the
United States and the systems of the
various socialistic nations is epitomized
in the phrase “free competition.” The
antitrust laws are the principal means by
which free competition has been kept
alive in this country, and the result has
been economic prosperity in a measure
unknown to any other country.

It is unnecessary for me to here assert
that our superb and unsurpassed trans-
portation industry has developed within
the framework of the free-enterprise
system. As the Supreme Court of the
United States said in the Joint Trafic
Association case (171 U. 8. 505) :

But, after all, competition is not only the
life of trade, but the underlying basis of
our social and Industrial life. There may
be a better way, but we have not yet found
it. Competition goes along with freedom,
with independent action, This country was
founded on the principles of liberty and
equality. It sought to secure to every citizen
an equal chance under the law,

And in the Trans-Missouri case (116
U. 8. 280) the Supreme Court said:

Competition, free and unrestricted, is the
general rule which governs all the ordinary
business pursuits and transactions of life,
Evils, as well as benefits, result therefrom,
In the fierce heat of competition the stronger
competitor may crush out the weaker; fluc-
tuations in prices may be caused that result
In wreck and disaster; yet, balancing the
benefits as against the evils, the law of com=~
petition remains as a controlling element in
the business world.

What is competition and what was the
purpose of the Sherman Act? In the
American Linseed Oil case (262 U. 8.
371) the Supreme Court said:

The Sherman Act was Intended to secure
equality of opportunity and to protect the
public against evils commonly incident to
monopolies and those abnormal contracts
and combinations which tend directly to sup=
press the conflict for advantage called com-
petition—the play of the contending forces
ordinarily engendered by an honest desire
for gain.

Once our fransportation industry is
freed of the basic concept of competition,
other industries have the excuse that
they, too, should be allowed to forego the
competitive ideal by exemption from the
application of the antitrust laws.

If, for example, the Sherman Act is to
be scuttled by exempting therefrom the
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railroads, why should the automobile
manufacturers, insurance companies,
and typewriter manufacturers not like-
wise be exempted. A person does not-
have to buy an automobile, insurance
policy, or a typewriter but the railroads
affect all our citizens. As the Supreme
Court of the United States said, in the
Joint Traffic Association case, supra:
It must also be remembered that railways
are public corporations organized for public
purposes, granted valuable franchises and
privileges * * * and that they all pri-
marlly owe duties to the public of a higher
nature even than that of earning large divi-
dends for their shareholders. The business
which the rallroads do is of a public nature,
closely affecting almost all classes in the
community—the farmer, the artisan, the
manufacturer, and the traders. It is of such
a public nature that it may well be doubted,
to say the least, whether any contract which
imposes any restraint upon its business would
not be prejudicial to the public interest.

If the Congress here exempts the rafl-
roads from the Sherman Act, what then
becomes of the system of free competi-
tion that we rightly boast has given us
the highest economic standards of the
ages? Its loss would lead us along the
same path followed by other countries
that have chosen cartels and monopolies
in preference to free competition. Ger-
many and Japan are two of them.
Where has their embracing the suppres-
sion of free enterprise led those coun-
tries? The answer is obvious.

By competition in the field of com-
mon-carrier transportation I do not
mean a return to the days of cutthroat
competition before the Act to Regulate
Commerce of 1887. I mean the present
system of competition under which the
Interstate Commerce Commission has
the power to prescribe the floor and the
ceiling for rates leaving the zone of rea-
sonableness referred to by the Supreme
Court—two hundred and -eighty-nine
United States 627—within which the
various carriers may adjust their rates
in the true American competitive fashion.

England is another country that has
encouraged monopolies and cartels in
preference to free enterprise. Conse-
quently, it has followed the only alterna-
tive that can be followed by a nation
that substantially foregoes free compe-
tition—the adoption of some form of
socialism.

The form of socialism to which a na-
tion may drift, after it abandons free
competition, may vary from the com-
paratively mild form now prevailing in
England to the more rigorous form now
prevalent in Soviet Russia. The eco-
nomic characteristics of both systems
have in common the feature that the
living standards of the great mass of
the people in both countries are low.
Living standards cannot long remain low
without causing unrest and changes in
political institutions.

It seems to me that our single largest
task is to maintain a high standard of
living for our people to prove to nations
now wavering on the edge of totali-
tarianism that democracy and free com-
petition offer them the most, not only
politically but economically, How can

~we do this by lessening the application of

the basic concept that makes us the
greatest Nation—{ree competition?
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The Congress has taken considerable
interest in the welfare of small business
in the last few years. It is a matter in
which I am particularly interested. Not
only should small business be given every
assistance that the Congress can legally
give it, but we should refrain from pass-
ing laws or amending present laws that
will create conditions that will make it
more difficult for the small businessman
to survive. This brings me to the great
danger inherent in the everyday oper-
ations under the proposed legislation,
which *is designed to work in this way:
Once g basic agreement, under which the
transportation agencies wish to function,
is approved by the Interstate Commerce
Commisison, the individual, day-to-day
transactions carried on under the agree-
ment are freed from the application of
the antitrust laws. True, anyone feeling
or finding out that the carriers have done
anything improper may protest to the
Interstate Commerce Commission, but
what chance has a small businessman in
Minnesota or Texas with his limited re-
sources against a combination of the
great transportation corporations of the
United States with their billions and bil-
lions of dollars of resources?

Proponents of the legislation would
have you believe that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission can be depended on
to protect the public interest and to see
that no abuses are carried on if the meas-
ure becomes law. It is obvious that the
Commission, no matter how diligent it
may become, could not adeauately police
the hundreds of millions of separate
transactions that are carried on each
year in the field of common-carrier trans-
portation. These transactions are now
subject to the antitrust laws; to allow
them to be made exempt from the anti-
trust laws and substitute therefor a pos-
sible enforcement by an administrative
agency—Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion—of 11 men and an already over-
worked staff is nothing short of ridic-
ulous.

Furthermore there is no administrative
similarity between the public interest
feature of the Sherman Act and the pub-
lic interest feature of the Interstate Com-
merce Act. The public interest dictated
enactment of the United States Criminal
Code. If the public interest feature of
the Sherman Act is to be administered
by an administrative agency insofar as
the transportation industry is concerned,
we might as well turn over to that agency
enforcement of the United States Crim-
inal Code to the extent that the trans-
portation industry is involved. Small
business is already burdened by prob-
lems so great as to be nearly insurmount-
able. To add to that burden the dangers
that are inherent in exempting from the
antitrust laws the industry on which
nearly all small business is dependent-—
the transportation industry—is some-
thing that no group interested in the wel-
fare of small business should even se-
riously consider.

As I pointed out in the minority re-
port against reporting.favorably H. R.
221, Eightieth Congress, first session, the
real purpose of this legislation is to
give the railroads relief from an anti-
trust suit brought by the State of Geor-
gia, against the carriers, in the Supreme
Court of the United States and another
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antitrust suit brought against the west-
ern railroads by the United States De-
partment of Justice in the United States
District Court at Lincoln, Nebr. In that
dissenting report I stated—Report No.
1100, House of Representatives, Eight-
ieth Congress, first session, page 23:

Passage of this legislation would render
these cases moot unless the proponents will
include amendments that will exempt these
cases. This they have failed to do although
the companion bill, 8. 110, as passed by the
Benate, included a provision that the Bu-
preme Court shall not be deprived of juris-
diction in the Georgia case, or that any
principle of substantive or procedural law
otherwise applicable shall not be changed
by passage of the legislation. (Par. 11 of
8. 110, passed by the Senate on June 18,
1947, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 7216.) If the
proponents of this legislation wish to give
weight to repeated assertions that this bill
will not deprive the courts of jurisdiction,
or the plaintiffs of a remedy, in the Georgia
and Western cases a sultable proviso should
be included in this bill that will apply to
both cases.

I now repeat, if the proponents of this
legislation are sincere in their repeated
assertions that the proposed legislation
will not deprive the courts of jurisdic-

- tion in the Georgia case and the West-

ern case, an amendment exempting
those cases will be included in the
proposed law.

Let me recount briefly a few of the
actions charged against the railroads in
these suits:

On October 11, 1941, the Southern
Railway submitted to the Southern
Freight Association a proposal for a re-
duced rate upon logs from certain sta-
tions in northwestern Alabama to
Altavista, Va., the entire movement
being over the lines of the Southern
Railway. The Southern Railway in its
proposal stated that it felt that the
reduced rate was necessary in order to
permit the logs to move from the Ala-
bama points. When the rate proposal
was submitted by the Southern Freight
Association to its members, the prin-
cipal rail objection was predicated upon
the dangerous competitive influences
that might be set in motion by the
establishment of the suggested rate.

The proposal was disapproved initially
by the General Freight Committee of the
Southern Freight Association by ma-
jority vote., It was then appealed to the
Executive Committee where it was again
disapproved by majority vote. Finally
an appeal was taken to the Traffic Execu-
tive Association—Southern Territory.
On July 20, 1943, 22 months after the
propesal was first filed, it was stricken
from the docket of the Traffic Executive
Association. There was no applicable
statute that required that the proposal
be even submitted to the Southern
Freight Association.

This illustration demonstrates that
the plenary power of rail carriers to co-
erce, prevent, hinder, and delay the fil-
ing of rate proposals is not limited to
situations where the railroads confer
upon the formation of joint rates. Here
the entire movement was over the rails
of the proponent railroad; even so its
managerial judgment and discretion was
subjected to the concerted judgment of

defendants, none of whom were parties-

to the rate proposed—plaintiff’s trial
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brief for the Court, Supreme Court of the
United States, October term 1945, No.
11, original, State of Georgia against the
Pennsylvania Railroad Company et al,
page 82.

When schemes are exempted from the
antitrust laws whereby individual rail-
roads are denied the right to exercise
their managerial discretion in serving
patrons on their lines, the free enter-
prise system has suffered a crushing
blow.

The Western railroad defendants, ac-
cording to the record, have committed
such acts as these:

In 1937 a printer of newspaper rota-
gravure sections in Chicago requested the
railroads to publish a passenger train
carload rate of 140 cents per 100 pounds
from Chicago to California destinations,
in order to permit him to effectively meet
competition from California printers.
This rate represented a combination of
the Milwaukee Railroad’s rate to Seattle
of 90 cents and a truck rate from Seattle
to San Francisco of 50 cents. The Chi-
cago to California rail route agreed to
established the rate requested by the Chi-
cago shippers. Several carriers objected _
to ‘this rate on the theory that it would
jeopardize the existing mail-pay rates
and their protest was carried to Com-
missioner Taylor of the Western Associ-
ation of Railway Executives.

Commissioner Taylor assumed juris-
diction of the controversy and as the re-
sult of his handling the Chicago shipper
was denied the rate sought and in addi-
tion thereto Commissioner Taylor “per-
suaded” the Milwaukee to raise its Chi-
cago to Seattle rate from 90 cents to
$1.80 and the Chicago Great Western to
raise its Chicago to Twin Cities rate from
50 cents to 90 cents.

Commissioner Taylor was also success-
ful, in 1938, in preventing the Wichita,
Kansas, Beacon from securing a rate of
60 cents per 100 pounds on magazine
inserts in carload passenger train service
even though the Chicago Great Western,
Missouri Pacific, and Rock Island rail-
roads had indicated their willingness to
establish such rate—pages 413, 414, 415,
and 416 of plaintifi’s trial brief, part II,
Civil No, 246, District Court of the United
States, District of Nebraska, Lincoln di-
vision, United States against Association
of American Railroads, et al.

Commissioner Taylor was also success-
ful, in 1934, in preventing the Chicago
Great Western Railroad from establish-
ing reduced competitive freight rates on
packing house products between Chicago
and Missouri River points. For example
in his summary of activities for the year
1934, he said:

- This proposal was presented durlng 1933,
at which time report was rendered by me, dis-
approving the action contemplated. The Chi-
cago Great Western Railroad Co. served no=
tice of intention to proceed with the estab-
lishment of such rates. However, at the re-
quest of the committee of directors, con-
ference was held between the president of
the Chicago Great Western Ralilroad Co. and
the subcommittee of the committee of di-
rectors, following which a further meeting of
the chief executives of all roads involved was
held, and the position formerly taken, dis-
approving the establishment of rates pro-
posed, was reaffirmed. As a result of the con=
ference with the subcommittee of the com=-
mittee of directors, the Chicago Great West-
ern Rallroad Co, indicated a willingness to
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abide by my conclusions under the Commis-
sloner Agreement, and the proposal was with-
drawn.

If such acts as these have been com-
mitted by the railroad defendants in
these antitrust suits, they should suffer
the legal penalty for such acts. If the
rail lines are innocent of any wrongdoing
they should be given ample opportunity,
in ‘court, to clear themselves of the se-
rious charges preferred against them.
Passage of this legislation in either event
is obviously not the indicated action or
proper solution. It is not the function
of Congress to bail out defendants in law-
suits.

But even more important than these
individual court suits is maintenance of &
free system of competitive enterprise in
the United States—a feature, as I said
at the outset, that distinguishes our de-
mocracy from the various socialistic and
totalitarian governments in the world
today. This legislation, or any legisla-
tion that proposes to change that system
of free competition by allowing exemp-
tion of industry from the antitrust laws,
turns the United States away from politi-
¢al and economic democracy. The only
possible future result can be some form
of collectivistic government. We should
consider matters that strengthen our
free enterprise system, not those that tear
it down as does this measure. I therefore
earnestly urge you to join me and other
advocates of our free enterprise system
in casting your vote against this perni-
cious legislation.

Before exempting the railroads from
the antitrust laws, it is well to consider
their activities during World War II,
during which time they had a measure
of immunity from the antitrust laws in
connection with the determination of
rates, rules, regulations, and practices
relating to the transportation of war ma-
terial for account of the United States
Government. Following representations
to the Department of Justice, the rail-
roads created a committee known as the
Traffic Executive Chairmen's Commit-
tee, which legislated upon rate questions
affecting the transportation charges on
the greater portion of war material han-
dled by the railroads for the Govern-
ment.

Long before the end of hostilities the
activities of this committee were such
that the Department of Justice found it
necessary to caution the committee, and
it was placed on notice that unless its
activities were made to conform with the
letter of conditional immunity from the
antitrust laws it would be necessary to
withdraw same.

1t is common knowledge that the rail-
roads through this committee—and fur-
loughed railroad employees masquerad=-
ing as officers in the Army and Navy—
gouged the Government hundreds of mil-
lions of dollass in the form of extorfion-

‘ ate rates. The Attorney General of the
United States is now seeking recovery of
these damages through a series of civil
complaints filed with the Interstate
Commerce Commission.

. If this is an example of what the rail=-
roads might be expected to do in con-
nection with normal peacetime traffic
following enactment of this legislation,
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it would appear that the Congress should
proceed with caution in passing this bill.

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF
Smarn Busiwess, INc,
Washington, D. C., May 11, 1948,
Hon. JoserE O'HARA,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear CoNGRESSMAN: You. will recall
the position that the Federation took in
its brief filed with the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee opposing the Reed-
Bulwinkle bill. We still maintain that posi-
tion and in behalf of small business of this
Nation we reaffirm our position in vigorously
opposing any attempt by legislative actions
to suspend the antitrust laws in favor of the
railroads or any other big industry through-
out the Nation.

It is my understanding that this bill will
not alone give exemption to antitrust laws
in rate-fixing by railroads, but also to motor
carriers. I do not think it is an idle state-
ment that there is a close llaison existing
between the railroads, certain large motor
carrler fleets, and possibly big rubber and oil
interests. I understand that the inland water
routes will likewise be permitted to fix rates
under the proposal.

It is interesting to note that very recently
the Antitrust Division of the Department of
Justice filed charges against certain motor
carriers, oil, and rubber interests who were
attempting to monopolize the bus transpor-
tation system in certain western sections of
our Nation.

It is a safe conclusion that if the Congress
votes the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, as surely as
this letter is written to you, other big In-
dustries will come in with the same plea for
exemption from the antitrust laws, with the
same request that railroad interests did:
“We need this relief to protect us against
chaos within our industry.”

I am attaching herewith a copy of a tele-
gram of May 8 directed to certain important
leaders in the House, the message signed by
the federation's presidemt, C. W. Harder.
After all, what Mr. Harder is stating is follow-
ing out the wishes of- the members of the
Natlon-wide membership of the federation.
He is not speaking for himself, but he is
speaking in the interests of Nation's small
business.

Just a few days ago I received a communi-
cation from the Beaumont Variety Store, at
Beaumont, Calif., their letter of April 28,
1948, I am also attaching a copy of a letter
from the same people to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, dated November 26, 1947,
and a copy of the letter from the Interstate
Commerce Commission to the Beaumont
Variety Store, dated December 3, 1947. A
quick review of the situation will give you a
good indication of the little or no help to
small business that can be obtained from
the Interstate Commerce Commission,

During the past 2 or 83 weeks important
major declsions have been rendered by the
United States Supreme Court—three mo-
mentous decisions, for the first time in many
years tending to strengthen antitrust-law
enforcement, and more important, the de=-
cisions a stimulant to small business of this
Nation that the antitrust laws mean just
what they were set up to do—to protect
against monopoly. I cite the decision in the
Cement Institute case, the moving picture in-
dustry, and the Morton Salt case (price dis-
crimination). What a discouraging situation
it would be for the future of small business of
this Nation If we find after these three major
decistions in putting strength behind the
antitrust laws, that the Congress now would
suspend the laws for the railroad industry
and others, permitting them to fix rates.

If railroad management is vitally interested
to protect their industry, the public, their
employees and stockholders, they will get on
the job at once and find ways and means to
revitalize their business through real free

May 11

competition among members of the indus-
try, and stop depending upon the Cangress
and the administration for hand-outs and
help. The average small business institution
of this Nation must find ways and means in
the highly competitive market that they face
with big business interests to maintain their
position in our Nation’s economy and the
same rule or reason should apply to the rail-
roads of this Nation.

What this Nation needs today to main-
tain its free competitive position is not sus-
pension of antitrust laws but, on the other
hand, what small business is clamoring for
and has been clamoring for for years, the
strengthening of antitrust laws and the ap-
plication of the laws to all segments of our
Nation's economy, and an all-out vigorous
enforcement of the laws by the administra-
tion and a directive from the Congress of the
United States.

Please feel free to use this statement and
the accompanying material in your remarks
on the floor in opposition to this bill. Small
business is to be congratulated that you will
be one of the few that will speak in their in-
terests In this important discussion on this
major legislative action.

Sinecerely yours,
GroRGE J. BURGER,

[Telegram]
WasHINGTON, D. C., May 9, 1948,

(Night letter sent to certain congressional
leaders in the House.)

We are informed that the House of Repre-
sentatives will debate and vote on the Reed-
Bulwinkle bill this week. On behalf of the
small, independent business, and profes-
sional-man membership of this National
Federation of Small Business, we beseech
you to vote against this legislation, to use
every last ounce of your energies to persuade
your colleagues to vote against it. We call
your attention to the fact that the member-
ship of this federation, the largest individ-
ual, small, independent business and profes~
slonal-man membership of any business
organization in these United States, when
polled by mandate ballot during March 1947,
voted 80 percent against the Reed-Bulwinkle
bill. This Nation-wide sounding, the only
such sounding in which small, independent
business and professional men sent their
ballots directly to their Congressmen, was
based on distribution, through the mails
and by almost 100 Federation field repre-
sentatives, of 119,000 mandate ballots.
Federation members are convinced that this
is an extremely dangerous piece of legisla-
tion, that it threatens the welfare of our
free, competitive, independent, capitalistic
system, that system on which is founded our
present greatness, They oppose this bill
because it would effectively immunize the
rallroads, one of the cornerstones of our
economy, from the Federal antitrust laws,
because it would set a pattern for other in-
dustries to follow. Today it is the railroads
that are attempting to drive a hole through
the antitrust laws. Tomorrow it will be
steel, rubber, oil, and other basic industries.
And when they are through, monopoly will
have a stranglehold on our Nation, then pub-
He ownership of industry will follow., And
the spirit of communism will have con-
quered without the firing of a single bullet,
Your attention is called to the fact that to-
day Federal prosecutions of price-fixing
cases are pending or taking place, yet here is
8 bill designed to give Government protec-.
tion to rate fixing in one of our most basic
industries. Today our Supreme Court is
issuing some of the most significant anti-
monopoly decisions in its entire history, de-
cisions that are long overdue for reason of
the tremendous concentration that has taken
place in our business structure, yet here
is a bill that gives monopoly concentration
the most brilliant green light that it has
ever had. Mr. Congressman, We belleve that
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the welfare of your small, independent
business constituents, which is threatened
by this bill, is of more importance to you
than are the Interests of the monopoly
groups that are promoting this special in-
terest legislation. We ask if you are going
to vote for the interests of small, independent
business, as expressed in the mandate ballot
or if you are going to vote against it and for
the interests of the railroad business monop-
olists who right now are raising their charges
regularly. We urge you to vote against this
Reed-Bulwinkle bill.
C. W. HARDER,
President.

BEAUMONT VARIETY STORE,
Beaumont, Calif., April 28, 1948.

Mr. GEORGE J. BURGER,

Director, National Federation of
Small Business, Ine,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Mr. BurcEr: In reply to yours of the
23d, I will try to boil my problem down to
a brief but complete as possible review.

It seems that a consignor may elect to
ship merchandise in a pool car shipment
conglgned to a forwarding or carloading com-
pany for distribution to predesignated con-
signees, -and that the charges made by the
forwarding, or distributing, organization
are not subject to the jurisdiction of the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

This lack of jurisdiction frequently re-
sults in charges in excess of those charges
which would result had the shipment been
made by direct freight.

We have two specific cases apparently in-
volving only the Freight Transport Co. of Los
Angeles. And during the past year we had
two other cases involving the Natlonal Car-
loading Co., also of Los Angeles, but these
latter two were corrected by the consignor,
and we no longer have the records in coa-
nection with these two cases.

The two cases now in question are identical
in nature, belng two shipments of cotton
underwear shipped from the P. H. Hanes
Enitting Mills at Winston-Salem, N. C,, via
Western Pacific Railroad in a pool car ship-
ment consigned to Freight Transport Co,
at Los Angeles for distribution to consignees
predetermined by the P. H. Hanes Co. at the
time of shipment. Freight Transport Co.
turned each of these shipments over to
Southern California Freight Forwarders for
delivery to us.

The first shipment under date of July 15,
1947, consisted of two cases of cotton under-
wear weighing 308 pounds, the charges for
which, we discover, were as follows:

Rail movement to Los Angeles (308
pounds at $3.72 per hundred-
kot 55 % e L B L S A S R $11. 48

Frelght transport cartage charge (308
pounds at 48 cents per, hundred-

R e e e e 1.48
Freight transport distribution charge
(minimum charge 60 cents)...... .60
Bzuthern California Freight For-
warders delivery charge to Beau-
mont (308 pounds at 86 cents per
hundredwelght) __________________ 2.81
R s e v 16.35

The second shipment under date of August
7, 1947, consisted of one case of cotton under-
wear weighing 173 pounds, the charges for
which, we discover, were as follows:

Rail movement to Los Angeles (173
pounds at $3.72 per hundred-

MRl s e e e $6. 44
Freight transport cartage charge

(minimum charge 89 cents) .——---. .89
Frelght transport distribution charge

(minimum charge 60 cents).__... .60

Southern California Freight Forward-
ers delivery charge to Beaumont
(173 pounds at 88 oema per hun=-
dredweight) TSV b |
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According to the Southern Pacific Railroad
station agent at Beaumont, this merchan-
dise could have been moved by direct freight
from Winston-Salem, N. C., to Beaumont,
Calif., at the rate of $4.75 per hundredweight
plus Federal tax.

I realize that the amount that these ship-
ments cost me in excess of the cost of direct
rail is small, and as such, reimbursement for
these excessive charges would not pay me for
the time and effort expended In obtaining
such refund.

But I realize that my small case must be
multiplied by the thousands each month and
as such certainly reflects in additional costs
to the ultimate consumer as well as it in-
creases the operating overhead of each small-
business man in the country.

Therefore, anything that can be done to
eliminate the use of these parasitical organ-
izations will prove a service to the retailer
as well as the general consuming publie.

To further explain the situation I will en-
close a copy of my last letter to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission in regard to
this and their reply to same,

I hope that this will explain what I have
in mind, but if further explanation is re-
quired, I will be happy to try agaln.

Very truly yours,
BEAUMONT VARIETY STORE,
By GLEN M. RUSSELL.

BEAUMONT VARIETY STORE,
Beaumont, Calif., November 26, 1947.
Re: Informal Complaint No. 176254,
G. W. Lamrbp,
Acting Secretary,
Interstate Commerce Commission,
Washington, D. C.

Dear 8ir: Reference 1s made to your letter
of November 21, 1947, in regard to informal
complaint No. 176254.

In your letter you have cited to us section
402 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act rela-
tive to consolidated shipping in order to ob-
tain volume rates and have advised us that
forwarding company rates need not be the
same as of other transportation agencles.

It seems to us that if the charges made to
us are lawful, that forwarding companies
have been set up as & means of bypassing
the intent of the act. For, you can see by
the charges made to us, that we, the con-
signee, certainly have not benefitted by the
services of a forwarding company, but that
they have rather served as a detriment to us,
inasmuch as we have pald more by using
their services than if they had been left com-
pletely out of the picture.

It further appears to us that merchandise
consigned in carload lots to a forwarding
company for distribution to a predeter-
mined consignee is interstate in character
from the time it leaves the jurisdiction of
the shipper until it is dellvered to the final
consignee regardless of the number of hands
that it passes through en route, providing, of
course, that the shipment crosses State boun-
daries. And as such, it appears that the
shipment should be under the jurisdiction
of the Interstate Commerce Commission
until it reaches such final consignee.

Judging from the statement in your letter
that the rates of forwarding companies are
not required by law to be the same as other
transportation agencles, it would appear that
forwarding companies are not considered to
be under the jurisdiction of the Commission,
If this is true, it is high time that this situa-
tion was remedied either by action of the
Commission itself if within its jurisdiction,
or by act of Congress, if necessary,

It has always been our belief, and we feel
that it is the bellef of all small merchants
that the Interstate Commerce Commission
was established to prevent excessive freight
charges for the handling of goods and to pro-
tect the public from violations of rsgulatlon-
established by such Commission. 3

If the Commission is powerless to regu-
late these various forwarding agencies, this
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fact should be known by the businessman
in order that proper legislation may be en-
acted to place them under regulation or if
legislation covering same is impractical, they
should know the facts so that they could
specify the manner in which their mer-
chandise should be shipped, and thereby
eliminate what appears to be a parasitical
organization by taking away its source of
revenue through designation of more eco-
nomical means of transportation.

If my assumption is correct that the Com-
mission does not have jurisdiction in such
matters, will you please cite to me the per-
tinent portions of the law and the Com-
mission’s line of reasoning in regard to same
in order that I may have a working knowl-
edge of the condition as it exists, and may
also be in a better position to know how to
proceed from here.

I hope that you will realize that I am not
intending to be argumentative, nor am I
trying to find fault just for the purpose of
finding fault—I have too much to do in my
own business to find time for that. I real-
ize, too, that the amount of the overcharge
we experienced would not compensate for
the time and expense of writing any one of
the letters which I have written in regard
to this matter if we were able to recover the
amount of such overcharges.

However, I know that if we found exces-
sive charges to the extent that we have on
the few shipments that forwarding com-
panies have handled for us that the amount
of money they collect over a period of a year
for charges in excess of that which would
be charged if shipped by more direct means
would run into the millions of dollars. And
if I can save the businessman and the ulti-
mate consuming public only a small portion
of that I would feel well repaid and that I
had rendered a service to the transportation
companies and to the general public.

Thanking you very much for your kind co-
operation, we are,

Very truly yours,
BEAUMONT VARIETY BTORE,
By GLEN M. RUSSELL.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D. C., December 3, 1947,
Mr. GLEN M. RUSSELL,

Beaumont Variety Store, Beaumont, Calif.

Dear Sir: This will acknowledge receipt of
your letter of November 26, 1947, same hav-
ing reference to the charges on a shipment
of cotton underwear moving from Winston=-
Salem, N. C., to Beaumont, Calif,

You will note from the October 13, 1947,
letter of Southern California Freight For-
warders, that it received the shipment from
Freight Transport Co., a local drayman and
pool-car distributor in Los Angeles.

‘While part IV of the Interstate Commerce
Act gives the Commission jurisdiction over
freight forwarders, there are certain trans-
portation services exempted from our juris-
diction by law, and for ready reference there
are quoted paragraphs (b) and (c) of section
402 (8) of the act:

“{b) The provisions of this part shall not
apply (1) to service performed by or under
the direction of a cooperative association, as
defined in the Agricultural Marketing Act,
approved June 15, 1920, as amended, or by a
federation of such cooperative assoclations,
if such federation possesses no greater pow-
ers or purposes than cooperative associations
so defined, or (2) where the property with
respect to which service is performed con-
sists of ordinary livestock, fish (including
shellfish), agricultural commodities (not in-
cluding manufactured products thereof), or
used household goods, if the person perform-
ing such service engages in service subject
to this part with respect to not more than
one of the classifications of property abaove
specified.

“(e) The provisions of this part shall not
be construed to apply (1) to the operations
of a shipper, or a group or association of
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shippers, in consolidating or distributing
freight for themselves or for the members
thereof, on a nonprofit basis, for the pur=
pose of securing the benefits of carload,
truckload, or other volume rates, or (2) to
the operations of a warehouseman or other
shippers’ agent, in consolidating dr distrib-
uting pool cars, whose services and respon-
sibilities to shippers in connection with such
operations are confined to the terminal area
in which such operations are performed.”
You do not show specifically how the ship-
ments moved from Winston-Salem. How=-
ever, it appears that the matter complained
of by you seems to resolve itself into the
method used by your consignor in forward-
ing your merchandise. The consignor ap-
pears to have consolidated shipments for &

number of purchasers in a pool car con- -

signed to a pool-car distributor who adds a
charge for his service in distributing this
shipment to the various consignees. By re-
ferring to paragraph (c) above quoted, you
will readily associate that the charges of the
distributor are not within our jurisdiction.

As pointed out in our letter of November
21, 1947, it would appear that you should
take up with your consignor the matter of
how he should bill your merchandise if the
present method results in charges in excess
of those that would accrue if a different form
of transportation were used.

It is suggested that you might contact
the traffic officlals of the carriers and for-
warders who serve Beaumont, Calif., for the
purpose of ascertaining rates in your ship-
ments, and with this information before you,
you can direct your consignor how to ship.

For your information and in connection
with the comment upon the charges of freight
forwarders, it 1s deemed proper to state that
the nature and character of freight forward-
ers and their services are not precisely parallel
with those of carriers subject to either part
I, IT, or III of the Interstate Commerce Act,
Section 408 (d) requires the Commission in
passing upon the lawfulness of rates and
charges of freight forwarders to give due con=-
sideration, among other factors, to the in-
herent nature of freight forwarding. Prom-
inent features of the forwarding business
are the customary assembling and consoli-

' dating into carload or truckload lots of nu-

merous shipments of merchandise from in-
dividual consignors; that the forwarder
tenders the assembled and consolidated ship-
ments to common carriers regulated under
the act, including rail, highway, and water
carrlers, for transportation to break-bulk
points, where the individual shipments are
either distributed to the ultimate consignee
for whom they are intended or are reshipped
as less-than-carload or less-than-truckload
shipments to consignees located at points
beyond the break-bulk points.

If you at any time have any specific ship-
ments with respect to which you believe that
an improper charge has been assessed, you
are at liberty to correspond with us relative
thereto, such correspondence, however,
should be supported by the transportation
papers ccvering the shipment from the point
of origin to the point of destination.

In the absence of information as to how
the shipment moved from Winston-Salem, we
are not in a position to verify the charges.
You will accordingly appreciate that if your
consignor insists upon the use of a pool car,
there is, of course, nothing that we can do
to aid you in that connection.

Respectiully,

G. W. LARD,
Acting Secretary.
Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,

will the gentleman yield?
Mr. O’HARA, Iyield tothe gentleman

from Ohio. .

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. This arrange-
ment, as I understand, has been in effect
for 40 or 50 years. Now it is proposed,
as I understand this bill, to continue.it
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under the jurisdiction of the Interstate
Commerce Commission; is that correct?

Mr. O'HARA. In part; yes, sir. If
there is a monopolistic practice or if
there is a conspiracy which would be
in violation of the antitrust laws, suit
now would be brought by the Attorney
General. If we pass this bill the mat-
ter is referred to the Interstate Com-
merceg Commission, and if the Inter-
state Commerce Commission ratifies what
would be, without this bill, a violation
of the antitrust laws, then, in my opin-
ifon, that ends the violation of law.

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. In effect, then,
this gives power to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to set aside what
would otherwise be a violation of the
antitrust acts.

Mr. O'HARA. That is right. That
is my understanding. I do not think
there is any dispute about it.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. On what ground,
I am wondering?

Mr. O'HARA. To immunize the rail-
roads from the antitrust laws and bail
some of them out of two serious law-
suits.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. O'Haral
has expired.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include as a part of my
remarks the letter referred to in the
letter from the National Federation of
Small Business.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. BULWINKLE. . Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. Leal. 4

Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, it is a very
strained interpretation of the facts in-
volved here to say the question is one of
monopoly or antimonopoly. Let us look
at the practical situation, the very prac-
tical one, that is presented by this bill.

There are over. 200 railroads in the
United States. There are thousands and
thousands of stations. There are more
than a billion railroad rates in the United
States. Truckers, busses, water carriers,
and freight forwarders are involved.
Today a shipper can go down to the depot
and deal with his carrier, practically the
same as if all the railroads in the United
States constituted but a single carrier
agency. They are so closely coordinated
in operations that their many con-
tractual relations to each other permit
the undisturbed trafiic from road to
road without substantial hindrance.

Ordinarily, rates are initiated by the
carrier. Ordinarily, the Interstate Com-

‘merce Commission does not .interfere

until someone makes a complaint. It is
impossible to have a policy by which the
Interstate Commerce Commission must
approve, in advance, all of these rates
with the constant changes required.

The proposition here is not to create
monopoly. It is a question of how we
are going to protect the public where
two or more carriers enter into an agree-
ment. They must, of necessity, enter
into many agreements. There is no
other relation between business concerns
in the United States that is so compli-
cated and so vast in intercontractual
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relations as between the carriers of the
country. They include the fixing of
joint rates, of through rates, of division
of charges, for the use of equipment,
schedules, and hundreds of things that
must be arranged by contracts between
the carriers.

This bill does not take any jurisdiction
from the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion. In fact, that Commission already
has jurisdiction of everything that is
proposed in this bill. What this bill does
is to say that before these contracts shall
be binding they shall have the approval
of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
or else those who enter into the contracts
will be subject to prosecution under the
antitrust laws. In other words, we at-
tempt to make the Interstate Commerce
Commission the protector of these rates
and agreements, to see that they are just
and reasonable, instead of sending them
to prosecution by the Department of
Justice. What a crude system it would
be in handling these agreements to say
that it is a crime to make them. That
is what the antitrust law says. The
antitrust law does not say, “You shall
prosecute because it is an unreasonable
or an unjust agreement.” A sufficient
Justification for a prosecution under the
Antitrust Act is merely the fact that the
agreement is made. No matter how rea-
sonable or just or necessary the contract
may be, it may be an offense against the
antitrust lJaw for those who enter info it.
S0 here we say as to those essential con-
tracts, matters that must be daily en-
tered into by the railroads of the United
States, “Before you get this protection
from the antitrust laws, you must have
the approval of the Interstate Commerce
Commission.” That Government agency
has investigative powers to look into and
decide whether the contract may be just
or consistent with our transportation
policies, In the exercise of that discre-
tionary power of the Commission the
public has its protection and the work of
the carriers is facilitated. After the
Commission gives its approval, those who
enter into a useful contract are protected
and not prosecuted. It gives protection
in a practical and sane way. It givesthe
public greater protection than it possibly
could have by any system which would
constantly inject the Department of Jus-
tice into criminal prosecutions against
those who have' made what may be law=
ful and reasonable and necessary con-
tracts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr, Leal has
expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LEoNarp W, Harr],

* Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr, Chajr=
man, I rise in support of the hill, :

The need for this legislation and the
chaos which will result if this bill is not
enacted into law are so well known that
they do not have to be described in great
detail here.

For many years the conference meth-
od of working out matters relating to
freight rates and related rules and prac-
tices has been followed by carriers and
shippers. Such conferences are carried
on through the medium of freight and
passenger associations or bureaus lo-
cated in different parts of the country.
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They have been systematized with the
full knowledge of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. Indeed, motor and
water carriers, with the encouragement
of the Commission, have adopted similar
arrangements as those pertaining to rail-
roads.

Such conferences are mandatory if
common tariffs are to be issued by the
railroads. During the early years of the
country it may not have been necessary
for expeditious shipment of goods to

*have such common tariffs, and each car-
rier published its own. But as the Na-
tion developed it was not long until the
need for common tariffs for all carriers
became apparent.

With conferences operating as open
forums, carriers and shippers are kept
informed about matters in which they
are mutually interested. Changes in
rates, rules, or practices may be worked
-out through discussion after the pro-
posals have been given publicity fo inter=
ested parties. Thus, the highly compli-
cated rate structure of our competitive
system, with its many thousands of in-
dividual rates, may be reduced to some
understandable system. Through rates
with maximum choice of through routes
are obtainable. Local rates of different
carriers may be reasonably related to
avoid undue discrimination.

Through recent actions by the De-
partment of Justice under the antitrust
laws, the conference method has been
jeopardized. Without this legislation
their continuance is problematical. The
resulting confusion would be tremendous.

This bill permits the continuance of
the conference method under proper
safeguards. The Interstate Commerce
Commission would be given the author-
ity over the conferences, and the asso-
ciations and bureaus under which they
operate, which the Commission does not
now have. The Commission’s present
suthority to approve or disapprove
changes in rates, and related rules and
practices, would be extended to the same
powers over the agreements governing
the organization, operation, and pro-
cedure of these conference agencies.

Standards are set up under which the
Commission may grant its approval to
such agreements. Unless the agree-
ments are so approved they would re-
main fully subject to the antitrust laws.
If so approved, the agreements and ac=
tions taken thereunder come within the
jurisdiction of the Commission instead
of the Department of Justice.

The bill as proposed by our committee
contemplates the restriction of the
agreements which may be approved by
the Commission to those pertaining to
rates and related matters. There has
been some discussion of whether operat-
ing and service agreements covering
such matters as train schedules, diver-
sion and reconsignment, ticket and bag-
gage arrangements, use of terminal
facilities interchange of equipment, and
the like should be treated in the same
manner. These matters our committee
does not recommend be included in this
legislation.

Mr. WOLVERTON, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr., DOLLIVER].

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this bill. Already this

House has passed similar legislation
twice, only to have it fail in other parts
of the legislative process. Thus, the bill
is not one of first impression in this legis-
lative body.

If the principle in this legislation could
be found objectionable by Members here,
certainly the form in which it is here
presented is as little subject to criticism
as any of such bills hitherto receiving our
approval.

Because by the committee amendment,
the only matter upon which the railroads
may agree is the matter of rates. Not
schedules or services—but only rates.
And such agreements are always to be
imder the control and supervision of the

CC.

In addition, this bill actually legit-
imizes procedures which have been car=-
ried on between the roads under the
auspices and direction of the ICC. The
legislation removes a paradox or di-
lemma which has been a part of our in-
terstate-commerce law for a long time,
On the one hand, the Commerce Com-~
mission is required to have the railroads
to agree upon through and connecting
rates. Such rates have been developed
through rate conferences under the di-
rect supervision of the ICC.

At the very same time, the Antitrust

- Division of the Justice Department had

taken the position that all such agree-
ments are illegal as in restraint of trade,
and violative of the Sherman antitrust
law. So there is illustrated the confu-
sion and contradiction existing in this
important segment of our transporta-
tion industry.

I sincerely hope and believe that this
bill will have the overwhelming support
of this legislative body, as it has on two
previous votes.

Mr. BULWINEKLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, PRIEST].

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I spent
a great many days listening to the wit-
nesses from all sections of this country
who appeared before our committee dur-
ing the course of the hearings on this
bill. There were more than a hundred
of these witnesses, as I recall it. Almost
all of them were men who had spent
their lives in dealing with the practical
aspects of transportation and with gov-
ernmental regulation of transportation.

Most of them were shippers—shippers
of every conceivable commodity from and
to every section of the Nation. Others
were representatives of governmental
regulatory bodies, Federal and State,
and still others were representatives of
all types of land transportation—truck,
bus, rail, and water.

These are the people most directly con-
cerned with transportation. These are
the people who know the most about
transportation. These are the people who
will be most affected by the enactment
of this bill or the failure to enact it.
These are the people who will be helped
or hurt and they are the ones who best
know whether they will be helped or
hurt.

And they are all in favor of the bill and
insistent upon its passage, including
shippers from my part of the country and
from my own State.

It is unnecessary for me to emphasize
the significance of support of this char-
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acter, but I do wish to call attention to
one feature which impresses me very
deeply and which certainly will not be
overlooked by the House.

Opponents of the bill have said that it
would deprive someone of needed pro-
tection under the antitrust laws. In fact,
this is the only argument which has been
advanced against the bill. I have asked
myself and I suggest that you ask your-
self, Who would be deprived of any such
needed protection?

Most assuredly, the shippers would
not be deprived of any protection they
need. If this were not true they would
be against the bill, but they are for it,
with an unexampled degree of unanim-
ity. One shipper witness, whose busi-
ness requires him to travel all over the
country, said he had never found one
shipper, large or small, who was not in
favor of the bill. No shipper appeared
before our committee against the bill.

If the shippers would not be deprived
of any needed protection under the anti-
trust laws, who would be? Not the
trucks—they want the bill. Not the
busses; not the railroads, large or small—
they all want the bill. Not the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, or the
Office of Defense Transportation, or the
State Commissions, or the Army and
Navy officers who were in charge of
transportation during the war—they all
want the bill,

‘What I have said is enough to dispose
of the only point which has been made
against this legislation, but the question
can be approached in a different way and
the answer is the same,

Shippers do not rely upon the anti-
trust laws for protection against excess-
sive or discriminatory rates and have no
reason to do so. They have a much more
effective and comprehensive protection
under the Interstate Commerce Act.
That act gives to a governmental body—
an agency of the Congress itself, the
Interstate Commerce Commission—com-
plete control over the rates. The Com-
mission has the power to fix, and does
actually fix, not only the level of the
rates but also the relationship between
the rates. This is whai distinguishes
regulated transportation from other in-
dustry. In regulated transportation
there is governmental price fixing. In
other industries protection from exces-
sive prices must come largely from the
antitrust laws. There can be no doubt
that in the field of regulated transporta-
tion the protection against excessive
prices is far more complete than the pro-
tection which the antitrust laws afford
-An other fields of industry.

This bill would in no way impair the
control of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission over the rates of carriers. It
would leave the Commission with all the
powers which it now has and, in fact, it
would extend the control of the Commis-
sion and enable it to supervise the con-
ference method of considering rates.

Rate relationships are of the greatest
concern to my part of the country and
it is essential to our growth and pros-
perity that we have transportation rates
which are fairly related to transporta-
tion rates in other sections of the coun-
try. It is self-evident that the relation-
ship of rates can be considered only in
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conferences where all the railroads in-
volved are represented and where all the
interested shippers can be heard. This
is possible only by the use of the con-
ference method of considering rates.
Moreover, we think that the Interstate
Commerce Commission, a body having
centralized authority and having respon-
sibility for the effectuation of the Na-
tion’s transportation policy, is the only
Government body in a position to fix
rate relationships which are fair to all
sections of the country.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced, after
a careful study of this legislation, with
the amendment to be offered by the com-
mittee, that it is in the public interest
and should be approved.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, GiLLETTE],

Mr. GILLETTE., Mr. Chairman, the
Bulwinkle bill defines the intent of Con-
gress with respect to rate matters in the
transportation industry—in my opinion,
it is long overdue.

It is impossible for me to believe that
common carriers by rail, highway, and
water, violate the Antitrust Act when,
acting either on their own responsibility,
or pursuant to the specific requests of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the
agency of this Congress, they consult and
confer regarding the establishment of
rates which will conform to the standards
laid down in the Interstate Commerce
Act and which will contribute to carry-
ing out the congressional declaration of
national transportation policy.

This feeling is concurred in by every
witness that appeared before our com-
mittee from the State of Pennsylvania.
For the information of my distinguished
colleagues, the following witnesses from
Pennsylvania gave their wholehearted
support to this legislation:

Pennsylvania Public Service Commis-
sion.

Central Pennsylvania Traffic Club,
Williamsport.

Manufacturers Traffic Club, of Lan-
caster, Pa.

Philadelphia Maritime Exchange.

Pittsburgh Region Chapter of Associa-
tion of Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion Practitioners.

American Farm Bureau.

National Grange.

National League of Wholesale Fresh
Fruit and Vegetable Distributors, Phil-
adelphia branch.

National Council of Farmer Coopera-
tives.

Pennsylvania Association of Coopera-
tive Organizations.

Pennsylvania State Council of Farm -

Organizations.

Philadelphia Produce Exchange.

Blairsville, Pa., Board of Trade.

DuBois, Pa., Board of Trade.

Easton, Pa., Board of Trade.

Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of
Philadelphia.

Manufacturers Association of Dela-
ware County, Chester, Pa.

National Association of Mutual Sav-
ings Banks.

Philadelphia Textile Manufacturers’
Association, )

Railroad Security Owners’ Association.

Altoona, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Beaver, Pa., Businessmen'’s Association.
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Bedford, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Berwick, Pa., Rotary Club.

Butler, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Carlisle, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Chamber of Commerce and Board of
Trade of Philadelphia.

Chambersburg, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Columbia, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia.

Connellsville, Pa., Chamber of Com=-
merce.

Corry, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Delaware County, Pa., Chamber of
Commerce, Chester.

Ellwood City, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Gettysburg, Pa. Chamber of Coms=
merce.

Greater Latrobe, Pa., Association.

Grove City, Pa., Commercial Club.

Harrisburg, Pa., Chamber of Commerce,

Huntington, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Lancaster, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Lansdale, Pa., Chamber of Commerce,

McEKeesport, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Milton, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Monessen, Pa., Chamber of Commerce,

Monongahela, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Mount Carmel, Pa.,
Association.

Mount Carmel, Pa., Rotary Club.

Mount Pleasant, Pa., Civic and Busl-
ness Association.

Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of
Commerce. ;

Qakmont, Pa., Chamber of Commerce,

Pennsylvania State Chamber of Com-
merce,

Port Allegzany Chamber of Com-
merce.

Pottstown, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Punxsutawney, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Quakertown, Pa. Chamber of Com-
merce.

Reading, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Renovo, Pa., Rotary Club.

Scottsdale, Pa., Community, Civic, and
Industry Association, Inc.

Shamokin, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Shamokin, Pa., Rotary Club.

Somerset, Pa., Chamber of Commerce,

Sunbury, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Sunbury, Pa., Kiwanis Club.

Sunbury, Pa., Rotary Club.

Titusville, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Uniontown, Pa., Chamber of Com-
merce.

Vandergrift, Pa., Chamber of Coms=-
merce.

Warren, Pa., Chamber of Commerce.

Williamsport, Pa., Community Trade
Association.

Williamsport, Pa., Rotary Club.

Windber, Pa., Businessmen’s Assn.

Mr, WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman °“from Connecticut [Mr,
MiLLER].

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr,
Chairman, inasmuch as the Bulwinkle

Businessmen's

-bill, H. R. 221, has previously been con-

sidered and approved by the House, I will
not take the time of the House to discuss
its provisions. Certainly we can all agree
that Congress should not and cannot
successfully determine the rates fo be
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charged by our various railroads. We
have wisely delegated that power to the
Interstate Commerce Commission,

Based on the testimony presented to
the House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee the overwhelming ma-
Jority of shippers seem to feel that the
Interstate Commerce Commission has
done a good job.

All we are trying to do in this bill is to
permit railroads, freight handlers, and
so forth, to meet and discuss matters of
rates, division of fares, and similar sub-*
jects without making themselves liable
for prosecution under the antitrust laws,
Certainly we are not granting immunity
to the railroads.

The need for this legislation has been
clearly proven and I hope it becomes law
at the earliest possible date,

Mr. WOLVERTON., Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Buseey]l. -

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
the honor of representing a congressional
district located in the largest railroad
center in the world, Chicago, Ill. In all
probability the mail and telegrams I have
received regarding H. R. 221 would be
about the same as received by other
Members of the House of Representa-
tives. I only received one letter in oppo-
sition to this legislation.

The following excerpts from a few of
the letters and telegrams are typical of
the contents of most of the communica-
tions received by me:

Regarding H. R. 221, known as the Bulwin-
kie biil, feel that passage of this act will
definitely benefit the shipping public. It
seems to us that the rate-making feature of
this act is especially important, and will as-
sure shippers in general the fairest possible
means of determining freight rates that are
fair, reasonable, and for the common good of
the entire Nation.

There is mow pending before the House of
Representatives the so-called Bulwinkle
biil—H. R. 221—which I understand is com-
ing up for consideration before the House
very soon, and which if enacted, would re-
move any doubt with respect to the legality
of and permit the continuation of the prac-
tices which have been carried on by the rail-
roads for many years of maintaining joint
freight rate bureaus for the purpose of dock-
eting all proposed changes in freight rates
and freight tariff rules and regulations so
that all interested shippers and recelvers
would be afforded an opportunity to appear
at public hearings before such bureaus for
the purpose of expressing their views with
respect to the proposals involved, and so that
Joint consideration could be given to such
proposals by the railroads involved.

A bill containing somewhat the same pro-
visions was passed by the United States Sen-
ate on June 18, 1947, by a vote of 60 to 27,

The Midwest Shippers Advisory Board is a
voluntary organization composed of approx-
imately 2,000 representatives of shippers and
receivers of freight located within the States
of Illinols, Wisconsin, Iowa and the western
half of Indiana and the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan, At one of the regular meetings of
the board, the members present went on
record In favor of the passage of H. R, 221,
and authorized me to advise you of their
action.

Urge you support Bulwinkle bill H. R. 221
clarifying status of rate-making bureaus.
Our company operates 150 moving vans over
entire United States. Party to household

carriers bureau tariff since 1935. Cons=
ference method of rate making demonstrated
and proven to be best method.of preserving
stability of the moving industry which Motor
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Carrier Act and national transportation
policy was designed to accomplish in inter-
ests of the public and industry.

One of the bills pending before the House
of Representatives is the so-called Reed-
Bulwinkle bill, H. R. 221. As you know, the
purpoge of this bill is to exempt from the
Sherman Act railroad activitles which are
subject to regulation by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission,

The whole purpose of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has been that rates
should be fixed by public authorities and
not be subject to the vicissitudes of unregu-
lated competition. That cannot be done as
long as the rallroads remain subject to the
Sherman Act. Indeed, no one supposed that
the railroads were subject to the Sherman
Act until the Antitrust Division evolved this
idea a short time ago. We believe that doubt
should be dispelled and the railroads placed
unreservedly under the authority of the In-
terstate Commerce Commission.

Understand Bulwinkle bill, H. R. 221, will
be considered tomorrow. Chicago Assocla-
tion of Commerce and Industry board of di-
rectors believing preservation of present
freight rate-making procedurc s desirable
and that law eliminating conflict of jurisdic-
tion between Interstate Commerce Commis-
glon and Antitrust Division of Department
of Justice is necessary.

The Illinois Commerce Commission on
November 28, 1945, adopted a resolution,
copy of which is enclosed, endorsing the prin-
ciple of the Bulwinkle bill (H. R. 2536) then
pending in the Seventy-ninth Congress. In-
asmuch as the Reed bill (8. 110) which
passed the Senate June 18, 1947, by a vote of
60 to 27, now pending in the House in the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, embodies the principles endorsed by
the Illinois Commerce Commission in its
resolution of November 28, 1845, I am send-
ing to you a copy of the resolution.

“STATE OF ILLINOIS,
*“JrrIiNols COMMERCE COMMISSION.

“Whereas In the opinion of the Illinois
Commerce Commission it is essential for or-
derly supervision and regulation of rates and
transportation for common carriers in inter-
state and foreign commerce to confer and
pool their experiences and conclusions and
determine as most advantageous to them, the
general public, and the shippers and receiv-
ers of merchandise the most fair, practical,
and efficient rates, routes, schedules, services,
and agreements for application under pub-
lished tariffs, subject to the approval of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, without
restraining or regulating influence of cther
Federal agencies not qualified to appreciate
either the basic facts or the controlling rea-
sons for the coordinated actions; and

“Whereas it appears the &ccepted view has
been that when Congress vests supervisory
power in a commission or other duly consti-
tuted body to exercise granted powers of sov-
ereignty, such body in matters over which it
has authority should have jurisdiction in-
tended for a final adjudication, subject to
court review, in matters of law or abuse of
discretion; and

“Whereas it further appears that either be-
fore such final adjudication a court as an
independent agency of Government can in-
tervene, or the Justice Department of the
United States can invoke the rule that the
Jjoint action committees and rate bureaus or
railroads or common carriers in evolving joint
tariffs, rules, regulations, schedules, service,
and agreements are basically conspiratory in
nature and hence violative of the Sherman
antitrust law; and

“Whereas the Bulwinkle bill, so-called,
H. R. 2536, now pending in Congress, pur-
ports to make legal the acts and agreements
among carriers setting up rate bureaus, joint
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tariffs, and schedules of service, siubject to
the approval of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, and expressly exempts such co-
ordinating rate bureaus, and commitiees so
functioning and agreements consummated
thereunder from the provisions of the Sher-
man Antitrust Act: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Illinois Commerce
Commission endorse the principle of the Bul-
winkle bill, H. R. 2536, with favorable action
recommended on the amendments of the Dr.
Splawn committee of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to the end that agree-
ments among common carriers may be en-
tered into following the tenor of sald act or
bill without fear of violatlon of the sald
Sherman Antitrust Act, and that the Inter-
state Commerce Commission may have un-
questioned finality in adjudication as to the
propriety and sufficiency of such agreements,
subject to court review in matters of law,
resulting in the continuance of a competi-
tive service consistent with the public inter-
est and a sane national transportation pol-
icy; and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce in Washington, and
that a copy be transmitted to the Senators
and Representatives from Illinois in Con-
gress.

“This resolution adopted at Chicago, Ill,,
this 28th day of November 1945,

“JoterH F. GUBBINS,
“Secretary.”

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted that
I did not receive a single telegram from
a railroad or railroad association, but
every communication was from individu-
als and concerns that are users of trans-
portation, including truck lines. Inother
words, the people who use the service
that is made available by the motor and
rail carriers; the people who, in the final
analysis pay the freight, are as whole-
heartedly for this legislation as are the
railroads.

The legislation now under discussion
should contribute much to the orderly
process of considering rates. The rate
conference in the hands of experienced
people, who deal with the business of
transportation every day of their lives,
should, and I believe will, contribute
much under the authority of this legis-
lation toward stability in rate making.
Without this legislation giving legislative
authority to rate conferences it would
be very easy to bring about a condition
of confusion and chaos, particularly in
view of some of the present tactics being
used by the Attorney General.

The passage of this bill would do much
toward improving the progress of our
transportation systems in the United
States, which are so essential to develop-
ment of a sound and stable economy, and
which played such an important part in
transporting our troops and materials
during the recent war.

I strongly favor this legislation and
trust it will receive an overwhelming vote
of confidende.

Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr, EvINS].

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, recently
this House has voted billions of dollars
for aiding and rehabilitating the coun-
tries of Europe. That was needed and in
that effort I took a part and commend
those who took the lead in this important
endeavor. A short while ago—today—
the House voted to deny to the people of
the South one steam plant costing only
$4,000,000. I am unable to reconcile the
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voting of billions for the rehabilitation
and progress of the people of Europe and
the denying of a small appropriation re-
quest for one section of our country when
it would benefit them and all the people
of America. The private power interests
won out in the fight. Today the next
bill that is brought up on the calendar
for passage is a measure to relax the anti-
trust laws and to permit the railroad
monopolies to get together and fix
prices—to fix the rates—the tariffs
which the people pay. I am funda-
mentally opposed to the relaxing of our
antitrust laws but believe, on the other
hand, that they should be strengthened
and enforced. Iam opposed to combina-
tions and conspiracies and the fixing of
prices in restraint of trade and against
the interest of the people of our coun-
try. The antitrust laws which have been
on the statute books for a number of
years were enacted into law because of
their need and necessity. These laws
state in substance that all contracts, all
combinations in restraint of trade are
illegal. These laws prohibit monopolies
and the fixing of prices against the public
interest. During the growth of railroad
empires in this country in the early part
of the century practices grew up which
necessitated the passage of the antitrust
laws in the public interest. Now we come
along and relax these laws to permit the
railroad executives to get together
around a table and to fix prices. Of
course, they say subject to approval of
the Interstate Commerce Commission.
But why pass this law at all because the
Interstate Commerce Commission al-
ready has authority to regulate the rates,
the freight and tariff which the railroads
charge the public. There is special inter-
est behind tihs legislation or it would not
be here for consideration today. Itis not,
I submit, Mr. Chairman, in the public
interest.

To repeat, we vote billions for rehabili-
tation of Europe and then deny a modest
request of the people of one section of
our country because the private power
interests oppose it. Next the railroad
monopolies ask for special legislation.
There is also pending, as the Members
of this Congress know, a measure to give
special benefits to the gas utilities in the
West and Southwest,

Mr. Chairman, I raise only a humble
voice and I recognize that the House
being constituted as it is that this legis-
lation will pass, but I honestly and sin-
cerely believe that it is fundamentally
wrong and that this Congress will be
taking an improper step in favoring the
railroad monopolies by relaxing the anti-
trust laws rather than strengthening
these laws and enforcing them in the
interest of the people of our country.

The so-called Bulwinkle bill has been
pending for a long time. The railroad
interests have waited for the opportune
moment to secure its passage. This leg-
islation should not be passed and as I
have said, Mr. Chairman, I raise my
humble voice in protest.

Mr. BULWINKLE, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. HarLESS].

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr, Chalr-
man, I am satisfied that this is good leg-
islation. As a member of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce I
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have heard powerful and convincing
arguments in support of this bill. In ad-
dition to that fact, this bill bears the en-
dorsement of a large cross section of the
interested people of my State. These in-
clude Arizona Wool Growers Association,
Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Ari-
zona Vegetable Growers Association, Ari-
zona State Corporation Commission, Salt
River Valley Water Users Association,
Central Arizona Cattle Feeders Associa-
tion, Yuma County Chamber of Com-
merce, Douglas Chamber of Commerce,
Bisbee Chamber of Commerce, Santa
Cruz County Chamber of Commerce, and
Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce.

In addition to these groups many in-
dividuals in my State endorse or have tes-
tifled for this bill, including A. C. Hays,
of Phoenix, who testified as State legis-
lative representative of the Order of
Railway Conductors.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire.to the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Foorel.

Mr. FOOTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the pending bill.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, H. R. 221, deals
with the application of the antitrust
laws to railroads subject to the regula-
tion of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. It does not grant railroads
immunity from antitrust laws or relieve
them from the application thereof. It
seeks to dispel the uncertainty and con-
fusion which has arisen during recent
years in the application of the antitrust
laws to regulated transportation, and to
provide a practical method. for recon-
ciling two great policies of Congress,
namely, the National Transportation Act
and the policy of the antitrust laws so
that the objective of both can be ob-
tained. This legislation provides a means
of drawing a line of demarcation between
collaboration and collective action be-
tween carriers which is permissible and
that which is not. I understand it is
identical to a bill passed by the House
in the Seventy-ninth Congress, and that
the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee reported it favorably,
but that the hill was lost in the legis-
lative jam in the closing days of the
session of the Seventy-ninth Congress.

I understand this bill has the approval

of railroads, truck and bus interests, and
water carriers, as well as the United
States Chamber of Commerce, and cham-
bers of commerce throughout the coun-
try, and numerous associations of farm-
ers and livestock growers including the
National Grange and the Farm Bureau
Federation. The Connecticut Public
Utilities Commission passed a resolu-
tion in 1945 recommending the passage
of this legislation. No opposition has
been presented to me by anyone to this
proposed legislation except by one or
two chronic objectors. This legislation
is not going to increase the burden of
the taxpayers, nor will it prejudice
their rights. This legislation is im-
portant to railroads and other common
carriers, and everyone fully realizes that
they are important to the welfare of the
country.

Mr. WOLVERTON.  Mr. Chairman, I
yleld such time as he may desire to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Hinsaw].
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Mr, HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, ob-
viously it is necessary for the carriers
of our country to make agreements with
each other on joint rates and other
charges and services that are performed
by the carriers. If this bill is not passed
they will not be able to make such agree-
ments except in violation of the anti-
trust laws. Tt is necessary that such
agreements be made and that they be
approved by a competent jurisdiction,
which is the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission.

If the bill is not passed chaos will
result absolutely in the transportation
industry of the United States. I shall
support the bill as I have in the past.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, 1s amended by
adding after section 5 thereof a new sectlon,
as follows:

“8Sgc. 6a. (1) For purposes of this sectlon—
- "(A) The term ‘carrier’ means any com-
mon carrier subject to part I, IT, or III, or any
freight forwarder subject to part IV, of this
Act; and

“(B) The term ‘antitrust laws' has the
meaning assigned to such term in section 1
of the act entitled ‘An act to supplement
existing laws against unlawful restraints
and monopolies, and for other purposes,’
approved October 15, 1914,

“(2) Any carrier party to an agreement be-
tween or among two or more carriers may,
under such rules and regulations as the
Commission may prescribe, apply to the Com-
mission for approval of the agreement, and
the Commission shall by order approve any
such agreement (if approval thereof is not
prohibited by paragraph (3), (4), or (5), if
it finds that, by reason of furtherance of the
national transportation policy declared in
this act, the relief provided in ‘paragraph
(8) should apply with respect to the making
and carrying out of such agreement; other-
wise the application shall be denled. The
approval of the Commission shall be granted
only upon such terms and conditions as the
Commisslon may prescribe as necessary to
enable it to grant its approval in accordance
with the standard above set forth in this
paragraph.

“(3) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement between
or among carriers of different classes unless
it finds that such agreement is limited to
matters relating to transportation under
joint rates or over through routes; and for
purposes of this paragraph carriers by rail-
road, express companies, and sleeping-car
companies are carriers of one class; pipe-
line companies are carriers of one class; car-
rlers by motor vehicle are carriers of one
class; carriers by water are carriers of one
class; and freight forwarders are carrlers of
one class.

“(4) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement which it
finds is an agreement for a pooling, division,
consolidation, merger, purchase, lease, ac-
quisition, or other transaction, to which sec-
tion 5 of this act is applicable. a

“(5) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement which es-
tablishes a procedure for the determination
of any matter through jJoint consideration
unless it finds that under the agreement
opportunity to act contrary to the determina-
tion arrived at through such procedure is
afforded to each party to the agreement which
did not concur in such determination.

#(8) The Commission is authorized, upon
eomplaint or upon its .own initiative with=
out complaint, to investigate and determine
whether any agreement previously approved
by it under this section, or terms and cone

May 11

ditions upon which such approval was grant-
ed, is not or are not in conformity with the
standard set forth in paragraph (2), or
whether any such terms and conditions are
not necessary for purposes of conformity with
such standard, and after such investigation,
the Commission shall by order terminate or
modify its approval of such agreement if it
finds such action necessary to insure con-
formity with such standard, and shall mod-
ify the terms and conditions upon which
such approval was granted to the extent it
finds necessary to insure conformity with
such standard or to the extent to which it
finds such terms and conditions not neces-
sary to insure such conformity. The effec-
tive date of any order terminating or modi-
fying approval, or modifying terms and con-
ditions, shall be postponed for such period
as the Commission determines to be reason-
ably necessary to avoid undue hardship.

*(7) No order shall be entered under this
section except after interested parties have
been afforded reasonable opportunity for
hearing. .

“(8) Parties to any agreement approved by
the Commission under this section and other
persons are, if the approval of such agree-
ment is not prohibited by paragraph (3),
(4), or (5), hereby relieved from the opera-
tion of the antitrust laws with respect to
the making of such agreement, and with re-
spect to the carrying out of such agreement
in conformity with its provisions and in con-
formity with the terms and conditions pre-
scribed by the Commission,

“(9) Any action of the Commission under
this section In approving an agreement, or
in denying an application for such approval,
or in terminating or modifying its approval
of an agreement, or in prescribing the terms
and conditions upon which its approval is
to be granted, or in modifying such terms and
condlitiops, shall be construed as having ef-
fect solely with reference to the applicability
of the relief provisions of paragraph (8)."

With the following commiftee amend-
ments:

Page 2, in lines 8 and 9, strike out “(3), (4),
or (5)” and insert “(4), (5), or (6)"; and in
line 11, strike out “(8) " and insert “(9)"; and
after line 17, insert the following paragraph:

“(3) Each conference, bureau, committee,
or other organization established or con-
tinued pursuant to any agreement approved
by the Commission under the provisions of
this section shall maintain such accounts,
records, files, and memoranda and shall sub-
mit to the Commission such reports, s may
be prescribed by the Commission, and all
such accounts, records, files, and memoranda
shall be subject to inspection by the Com-
mission or its duly authorized representa-
tives.”

P;a.ge 2, line 18, strike out "(3)"” and insert
n‘4 o
: (Page 8, line 3, strike out “(4)” and insert

(5).”

Page 3, line 8, strike out “(5)" and insert
(1] (ﬁ] o

Page 3, line 15, strike out “(6)" and insert
n(?) »

Page 4, line 9, strike out “(7)" and insert
" (B) b

Page 4, line 12, strike out *(8)"” and insert
“(9)”; and in line 15, strike out “(3), (4), or
(5)” and insert “(4), (5), or (6).”

Page 4, line 21, strike out “(9)" and insert
“(10)"; and in line 3, on page 5, strike out
n{s)" and insert n(g}'u

The committee amendments
agreed to.

Mr. WOLVERTON, Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WOLVERTON:
Page 2, line 7, after the word “‘carriers”, insert
the following: “relating to rates, fares, clas-
sifications, divisions, allowances, or charges
(Including charges between carriers and com=

were
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pensation paid or recelved for the use of
facilites and equipment), or rules and regu-
Iations pertaining thereto, or procedures for
the joint consideration, initiation, or estab-
lishment thereof.”

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I
submit the amendment for the approval
of the House.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, after examining this
bill, H. R. 221, I am convinced its pas-.
sage will be in the public interest, and
accordingly shall support it.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
was under the impression that the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. BuL-
winNkLE] would advise the House of the
fact that this amendment was adopted
by the committee since the bill was re-
ported. It has, so far as I know, the
unanimous consent of the committee.
I do not know of anybody who would
object to the provisions of this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. BULWINKLE].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WOLVERTON: On
page 3, line 7, after the word “agreement”
insert “is of the character described in para-
graph (2) of this section and.”

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is of a clarifying nature.
I have consulted with the members of
the committee, and it has their approval.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WoOLVERTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WOLVERTON:
Page 3, line 23, strike out the words begin-
ning with the word “opportunity” down
through the word “determination” in line
2 on page 4 and insert “There is accorded to
each party the free and unrestrained right
to take independent action either before or
after any determination arrived at through
such procedure.”

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr., Chairman,
this amendment is also of a clarifying
character that changes the bill in a slight
particular but not in a way that is con-
sidered objectionable. It has had the
consideration of the members of the
committee here on the floor today and it
meets with their approval.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WoOLVERTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lea: Page 3,
lines 16, 17, and 18, strike out the words
“for a pooling, division, consolidation,
merger, purchase, lease, acquisition, or other”
and insert in lleu thereof “with respect to
a pooling, division, or other matter or.”

Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand this amendment is satisfactory to
the chairman of the committee. It
simply clarifies. and makes definite this
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provision to conform with the amend-
ment already adopted.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman,
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California has been considered by
the members of the committee here on
the floor today and there is no objection
to it. It is of a clarifying nature.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. Leal.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'Hara: On
page 5, add a new paragraph to amend para-
graph (11) of section 6 (a) to read as fol-
lows:

“{11) The enactment of this section shall
not—

“{a) deprive the Supreme Court of juris-
diction to hear and determine the case of
Georgia v. Pennsylvania Railroad Co. et al.,
Docket No. 11 (original), October term, 1945,
or deprive the United States District Court
for the District of Nebraska, Lincoln Division,
or any court to which an appeal may be
taken, of jurisdiction to hear and determine
the case of United States of America v. The
Association of American Railroads et al.,
Civil No. 246, or any proceedings for the en-
forcement of the provisions of any decrees
entered in such suits;

“({b) change any principle of substantive
or procedural law otherwise applicable in the
determination of such suits or proceedings,
or deprive any party to such suits of any
relief to which such partles would be entitled
but for the enactment of this section; or

“(c) render lawful the performance of any
past or future act which shall have been
found by the courts in such suits or proceed-
ings as it relates to the parties to such suits
to be unlawful or which shall have been pro-
hibited by the terms of any decrees entered
therein or any supplements thereto or any
modifications thereof.”

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order against the
amendment that it is not germane to the
bill and relates to an entirely different
subject matter than is incorporated in
this bill. This is a bill to amend certain
provisions of the Interstate Commerce
Act. The amendment relates to cases
pending in court, and relates to past or
present action whereas the bill relates to
future action. It certainly seems to me
to be very remote from any provisions of
the bill, and therefore is not germane.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, does the
Chair desire to hear me on the point of
order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would be
very glad to hear the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr, Chairman, in the
bill which passed the other body, the so-
called Reed bill, there was a proviso ex-
empting the so-colled Georgia case.
There was nothing in that bill which re-
ferred to the so-called Western or Lin-
coln case, which is incorporated in my
amendment. Obviously, however, the ef-
fect of this legislation, if passed, would be
to make moot those two cases, which are
in the process of trial and prosecution.
In my view, it is obvious that in this legis-
lation it is germane for the Congress to
recognize and exempt those suits from
this legislation. They pertain to the very
same type of legislation, the antitrust
law.
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. MacKINNON).
The Chair is ready to rule.

The Chair is of the opinion that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota is germane, and over-
rules the point of order.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, my
short statement to the Chair covers the
situation as far as the amendment is
concerned. If we are bailing out people
against whom suits have been brought,
if that is the purpose of this legislation,
then I hope the Congress will say so by
defeating this amendment. If we are
concerned in bailing out people who have
been prosecuted, then vote down the
amendment.

There are two cases referred to in the
amendment, one in which the great State
of Georgia is involved and the other in
which certain violations of the antitrust
law are claimed. The first case is being
tried by a master appointed by the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The other case is now in court at Lin-
coln, Nebr., and has been in process of
trial, I think, since 1944.

Mr. Chairman, the issue is a simple
one. If the railroads are not guilty of
any violations, then they have nothing
to worry about, and this amendment
does no harm. If they are in a position
where they have committed acts which
are in violation of the Sherman-Clayton
antitrust laws, then I think they should
be treated the same as any other citizen,
and they should pay the penalty that the
court decides they should pay. Even
though you may feel this legislation is
necessary, and your views may be differ-
ent from mine, so far as future acts un-
der the antitrust laws and the right of
the Attorney General to prosecute, if you
feel that should be removed, I sincerely
hope you will vote for my amendment, he=-
cause I believe it is a good amendment.

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment points
up just what the enactment of this bill
would do. It would take from the courts
of this country the right to review rail-
road rates which rankly discriminate,
either against other forms of carriers or
against sections of our country. Gov-
ernor Arnall of Georgia fought a hard
fight before the Supreme Court of the
United States to determine the right, and
he did establish the right of States to
protest in the courts of their country
against rank discrimination against
them. Since that suit was determined
by our Supreme Court, the Interstate
Commerce Commission at long last got
around to compelling a partial correction
of rates that for years have tended to
keep certain sections of our country, in-
cluding my own, in economiec slavery.

This bill we are to vote on would cut
out from under the courts the right to
determine and forbid discrimination
which allows a differential in rates in
one direction as against another or in
favor of one section as against another
in reaching certain markets of our coun-
try. The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota would prevent
that injustice by preserving full power
and jurisdiction of the courts in the
Georgia case.
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Secondly, the other provision of the
amendment with respect to the Lincoln,
Nebr., suit is also needed. What is in-
volved in that suit? The Attorney Gen-
eral charges in the Nebraska case 87 in-
stances of unfair agreements between
carriers which agreements are headed
up at No. 40 Wall Street in New York,
where two financial institutions together
control the destinies of the railroads of
this Nation. He charges that certain
carriers bring pressure to bear from these
financial interests which finance most all
the railroads to deny their member car-
riers the right of applying for reduction
in rates. It is charged that they have
conspired to prevent modernization of
railroad equipment. As part of that, they
are using the very section of the Nation
in which I live as a dumping ground for
the outmoded equipment as they mod-
ernize other sections. Do you want a
little proof of it? One of the most im-
portant transcontinental railroads in the
Nation extends from New Orleans
through my home city of Beaumont to
Los Angeles, Calif. Go out and watch
their best train, the Sunset Limited, pass.
There is not a bit of modern equipment
on it, from the headlight to the tail
lights. We have railroads in Texas that
have been forbidden by this group to
modernize and they are using most cars
in passenger service that were manufac-
tured in 1890.

All we are asking by the gentleman’s
amendment is that, in these cases at
least, we leave them to be determined on
their merits by the courts. If you are go-
ing to exempt the railroads of the Nation
from the antitrust laws and turn the
country over to their agreements as pro-
posed in this bill, at least we should per-
mit the American people to see behind it
in the courthouse at Lincoln, Nebr., and
in the other case involving the Georgia
suit. The findings in those suits will
serve to show the American people what
the antitrust laws protect them from.
They can then see clearly what passage
of this bil' will do in delivering them to
the railroad monopoly.

I hope you will allow the courts to de-
termine those cases. If you do not pass
this amendment, you will knock those
cases off the court records by enactment
of this bill, and leave the American peo-
ple no chance even to see what really lies
behind exempting these carriers from
the antitrust laws of our country. I can-
not imagine a principle more vicious in
this system of government than to say
we will take the carriers or any other
great group that operates as one, and
say, “You shall no longer be subject to &
law that is still on the statute books for
the protection of the American people.”
I am unalterably opposed to this bill. I
was among the 45 who voted against its
passage in the Seventy-ninth Congress.
1 have not changed my mind, It is
wrong in principle, and it will prove bad
in practice.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, Comss] has
expired. ;

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 3 minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr., WoLVERTON]?

4 Mtr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ec

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 3
minutes.

Mr, LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I think
we are entitled to be heard on this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. WoOLVERTON].

Mr. LANHAM. How is the time to be
divided, Mr. Chairman?

The CHATRMAN. There is no division
of time stated in the motion.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr,
WOLVERTON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, on a division
there were—ayes 78, noes 32,

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that there is no
quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The count dis-
closed a quorum is present. The point
of order is overruled.

Mr., LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask
for tellers.

Tellers were refused.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Carson] is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment,

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, CARSON. Yes; I gladly yield.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, it
does not appear to me that, debate hav-
ing been shut off in 3 minutes, when the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Lanaam]
was on his feet asking for recognition,
it is fair to recognize the gentleman from
Ohio for the entire time. It does seem
to me that it would be only fair that the
gentleman from Georgia would have half
of the 3 minutes.

The MAN. The Chair will
hold that the gentleman from Ohio is
recognized for 1% minutes and the gen-
tleman from Georgia, having been on his
feet, will be recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I
stated a moment ago that the Georgia
and Lincoln cases had nothing whatever
to do with this legislation because it was
introduced a long time before the cases
were ever heard of. If anybody will
read the bill and read it carefully, he will
find definitely that there is nothing in
this bill that will take away the jurisdic-
tion of the Supreme Court to hear the
facts in either case.

This bill does not attempt to deprive
the Supreme Court of jurisdiction to
hear and to determine the Georgia case.
Whatever changes the bill may make in
the substantive law applicable to rate
conferences in the future, it does not im-
pair or qualify in any way the plenary
power of the Supreme Court to hear and
to decide the Georgia case or the Lincoln
case either. That is definite. It was
argued in our committee. We had both
those cases before our committee. We
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had the amendment of the Senate and
we took it out of this bill because it was
the unanimous decision of the members
of the committee that it had nothing
whatever to do with either of the cases
and took no jurisdiction away from the
Court,

The only thing we are trying to do is
to make a construction of what arose in
connection with these delegated powers.
Confusion appeared in many of these
cases, and if the statute is regarded as
creating one rule of substantive law for
the parties to the Georgia case and an-
other rule of substantive law for everyone
else, a grave question would arise as to its
constitutionality. There would appear
to be no reasonable basis for this kind of
classification which might be regarded
as so arbitrary and capricious as to vio-
late the due process clause of the fifth
amendment. To avoid this difficulty the
courts might be induced to construe this
language as meaning that there was to be
no change in the general principles of
substantive law for any purpose what-
soever. It might be argued that this
broad construction of the language would
virtually nullify the remainder of the
act. We did not want that to happen.

There is enough chaos at the present
time without putting more chaos into it.
‘We are only trying to eliminate the con-
fusion and uncertainty. No one is ex-
cluded. Anyone can come in as pro-
vided in section 8 of the bill:

No order shall be entered under this sec-
tion except after interested parties have been
afforded reasonable opportunity for hearing.

I oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LanHaM] is recognized for 114 minutes.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, since 1
am a new Member of Congress I have hes-
itated to speak in opposition to this bill,
but I cannot sit still and see the work
that our great State has done on behalf
of the shippers of the South and the
people of the South nullified by this leg-
islation.

If what the gentleman from Ohio says
is correct, then there can be absolutely
no cohjection to this amendment, and 1
do hope that the House will adopt it.
Nothing should be done to interfere with
the case now pending filed by the State
of Georgia seeking to end discrimination
in rates against the South.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. O'HarA) there
were—ayes 38; noes 97.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr.POAGE. Mr. Chairman,I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, PoAce: Page 5,
line 16, after the last paragraph insert a new
paragraph to be numbered 12 as follows:

“Nothing in this act shall apply to any
rates which shall exceed the rates charged

for like service in any other geographical
area.”

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I have offered is a simple
proposition, saying that if the railroads
want the right to get together and fix
rates for great areas that they should
not discriminate against any section of
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the country. If you want to perpetuate
an unfair, discriminatory rate system
that has been condemned by the Su-
preme Court, then vote against this
amendment, But if you want to carry
into effect the decision of the Supreme
Court of the United States, if you are
willing to do justice to all sections of the
United States and wipe ouf the discrim-
inatory territorial freight rate differen-
tial that has so long plagued this coun-
try, then vote for this amendment. All
the amendment says is that the railroads
cannot get the advantage that you are
giving them of an exemption from the
antitrust laws if they discriminate
against somebody.

Many of the proponents of this legis-
lation have suggested they were very
anxious that the railroads be given this
right to get together because, they say,
you do not have to prove discrimination
under existing laws. They say that un-
der our antitrust laws all you have to
do is to prove that they got together and
worked in unison to establish uniform
rates. That lets us believe that they
would not support discrimination. So,
now, I am saying that where the rail-
roads have already established discrim=-
inatory rates, where they have already
penalized three-quarters of the area of
this great Nation and imposed upon
your people and upon mine an unfair
and a discriminatory system which our
courts have condemned, which the very
shippers who are urging you to pass this
bill have condemned, that under these
circumstances the railroads cannot take
advantage of the exception to the anti-
trust laws that this bill gives them. It
would require proof of discrimination,
but when that proof was forthcoming it
would deny further exemptions. It
would at least limit the exemption this
bill gives. It would say to the railroads,
“We are not going to let you get together
and agree upon a system of freight rates
that will perpetuate that kind of unfair
territorial differential in your rate sys-
tem."”

That is all there is to the amendment.
If you want to perpetuate that system,
you vote down the amendment; but if
you plan to go home and tell your
people that you are in favor of the same
treatment for all, if you are going to tell
your people that you do not want dis-
crimination against the South and West,
then vote for this amendment, because
it will prohibit discrimination in freight
rates based upon territorial differences.
It says that as long as the service is the
same the carriers shall give the same
rates no matter in what part of our
country the freight originates. If the
carriers are going to be allowed to form
these combinations which are violative
of the antitrust laws that apply to
others, they should at least refrain from
discrimination. If you do not agree to
this amendment then you have legalized
for all time to come the discrimination
in freight rates that has so long plagued
this country.

I think the amendment is perfectly
clear and I hope the Committee will
answer the present unfair diserimina-
tion with a clear-cut vote for the amend-
ment.
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Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, I think a consideration
of the amendment will lead any reason-
able mind to the conclusion that this
bill is not the proper vehicle for him
or for this House to carry out the pur-
pose embraced in his amendment. Con-
gress is not, and I hope it never will
become, a rate-fixing body. Congress,
in its wisdom, has designated the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to be the
rate-fixing body. It has been in exist-
ence since 1887. I do not know of any
regulatory body of the Government that
stands in higher repute than it does,
and yet this amendment would seek in
principle, at least, to take away from
the ICC the right to pass on the ques-
tion of rates and turn it over to the
Congress upon the simple declaration
of the gentleman from Texas that dis-
criminatory rates exist. Certainly this
House, which is called upon to vote upon
this amendment at this time, has no
evidence before it that would indicate
that there is any justice or reason in
what the gentleman has said in support
of his amendment. If there be, it is not
before this House. This House does not
have sufficient facts, nor is it in a posi-
tion to vote intelligently upon a ques-
tion of rates, whether it deals with re-
gions or otherwise unless and until it
has before it all the pertinent facts. It
would be a very great mistake for this
House, by approving this amendment,
to be a party to that which is sought by
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRESTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection,

Mr. PRESTON, Mr. Chairman, I
hestitate to speak at this late hour, and
I shall not use the 5 minutes. But, to
the people who live in the southern part
of the United States this matter is of
vital importance. I do not know who
inspired this legislation. I do not know
who sponsored this legislation. I am
not making any charges in that respect,
but I will say this, gentlemen, that it
was not until after Governor Arnall of
Georgia waged the first successful fight
against discriminatory freight rates in
the South that this bill came forward,
and every astute lawyer in the Southland
branded the Bulwinkle bill at that time
as an effort to get around the decision of
the Supreme Court, which was in favor
of the Southern States. I want to say
to you that I cannot justify or cannot
understand how anybody can justify
why it is lawful to charge more to ship
goods from the South to the North than
it is to ship goods from the North to the
South. If the manufacturers are en-
titled to ship cheaper from the Northern
States into the Southern States, then I
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cannot agree with the distinguished gen-
tleman who just said that the reputation
of the Interstate Commerce Commission
is above reproach. That is the body that
has permitted this discrimination to
exist. I shall not praise them today or
any other day until they have laid down
fair rates to the Southern States.

Although this amendment may be held
by the lawyers not to be germane in this
particular fight, it is germane to the ex-
tent that it will solve the problems in
the Southern States. In the name of the
Southern States I ask its adoption.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Poacel.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Poace) there
were—ayes 40, noes 101.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. MacKinNoN, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 221) to amend the Inter-
state Commerce Act with respect to cer-
tain agreements between carriers, pur-
suant to House Resolution 581, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
i‘.’he engrossment and third reading of the

ill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Mr, GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GOSSETT. I am, Mr. Speaker.
lﬁ'I'i-ue SPEAKER. The gentleman qual-

es. -

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GosserT moves to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speakel’, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 273, nays 53, not voting 105,
as follows:

[Roll No. 60]
YEAS—2T3
Abbitt Andrews, Ala. Bakewell
Allen, Calif, Angell Banta
Allen, Tl1. Arends Bates, Ky.
Allen, La, Arnold Bates, Mass.
Anderson, Calif. Auchincloss Bender




Bennett, Mich. Graham
Bennett, Mo, Grant, Ala.
Bishop Grant, Ind,
Blackney Gregory
Bland Griffiths
Bloom Gross
Boges, Del. Gwinn, N. ¥.
Boggs, La. Gwynne, Iowa
Bolton Hagen
Bonner Hale
Bradley Hall,
Bramblett Edwin Arthur
Brehm Hall,
Brooks Leonard W.
Brophy
Brown, Ohle Hand
Buck Hardy
Buckley Harless, Arlz.
Buffett Harness, Ind.
Bulwinkle Harrls
Burke Hart
Burleson Harvey
Bus Havenner
Byrne, N. Y. Hays
Byrnes, Wis. Herter
Canfield Heselton
Carson
Case, N'J Hill
Chadwick Hinshaw
Chapman Hoeven
Chenoweth Hoffman
Chiperfield Holifield
Church Hope
Clason Horan
Clevenger Javits
Coffin Je
Cole, Eans. Jenkins, Ohlo
Cole, Mo. Jennings
Cole, N. Y. Jensen
Cooper Johnson, Calif.
Corbett Johnson, Tl
Cotton Johnson, Ind
Coudert Jones, Ala,
Jonkman
Cravens Judd
Crawford Kean
Crow
Cunningham Keating
Curtis Eeefe
Dague Eelley
Tenn, Kerr
Davis, Wis. Kersten, Wis,
Dawson, U Kilburn
Devitt KEing
Dirksen Knutson
Dolliver Latham
Domengeaux Lea
Dondero LeCompte
Donohue LeFevre
Doughton Lewis, Ky.
Durham Lewls, Ohio
Elllott Lichtenwalter
Ellsworth Lodge
Elsaesser Lucas
Elston Ludlow
Engel, Mich, McConnell
Fallon cCormack
Fellows MecCowen
Fenton McDonough
Fisher McDowell
Fletcher McGarvey
Fogarly McGregor
Foote McMahon
Fulton McMillan, 8. C,
Gamble McMillen, Il
Garmatza MacKinnon
Gary Macy
Gathings Maloney
Gavin Manasco
Gearhart Martin, Iowa
Gillette Mathews
Gillie Merrow
Goff Meyer
Goodwin Michener
Gordon Miller, Conn,
Gore Miller, Md,
Gorski Mills
NAYS—53
Abernethy Folger
Albert Gossett
Beckworth Granger
Blatnik Huber
Brown, Ga Hull
Isacson
Camp Jackson, Wash.
Cannon Karsten, Mo,
Carroll Kennedy
Colmer Eilday
Combs Klein
Cooley
Davis, Ga Lesinskl
Delaney Madden
Dingell Mahon
Douglas Mansfield
Evins Marcantonio
Felghan Monroney
\‘y .
| —— "N

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Morgan
Morrison
Morton
Muhlenberg
Murdock
Murray, Tenn,
Murray, Wis.
Nicholson
Nixon
O'’Eonski
Owens
Passman
Patterson
Peterson
Phillips, Calif.
Phillips, Tenn.
Ploeser

Wi
‘Whittington
Wigglesworth
‘Wilson, Tex.
‘Wolcott
‘Wolverton
‘Woodruft
Worley

Morris
O'Brien
O'Hara
Patman
Peden
Pickett
Poage
Preston

NOT VOTING—105

Andersen, Hedrick Nodar

H. Carl Heffernan Norblad
Andresen, Hendricks Norrell

August H Hobbs Norton
Andrews, N. Y. Holmes O'Toole
Barden Jackson, Calif. Pace
Barrett Jarman Pfeifer
Battle Jenkihs, Pa. Philbin
Beall Johnson, Okla, Plumley
Bell Johnson, Tex. Potter
Boykin Jones, N. C. Poulson
Buchanan Jones, Wash, Powell
Butler Kearney Price, Fla.
Case, 5. Dak, Kee Redden
Celler Kefauver Rivers
Chelf Eeogh Rohrbough
Clark Kirwan Rooney
Clippinger Eunkel Sabath

X Landis Scott, Hardie
Crosser Lane Scott,
Dawson, I1l. Larcade Hugh D, Jr,

8 Lemke Sheppard

D'Ewart Love Bikes
Dorn Lusk Simpson, Pa,
Eaton Lyle Smith, Wis
Eberharter Lynch Somers
Ellis McCulloch Btigler
Engle, Callf. Mack Btratton
Fernandez Mason Thomas, N. J
Flannagan Meade, Ky, Vinson
Forand Meade, Md. Walter
Fuller Miller, Calif, Welch
Gallagher Miller, Nebr. West
Harrlson Mitchell Whitaker
Hartley Multer Wilson, Ind,
Hébert Mundt Youngblood

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania for, with Mr,
Crosser against.

Mr. Harrison for, with Mr. Pace against.

Mr. D’Ewart for, with Mr. Deane against.

Mrs. Lusk for, with Mr, Kirwan against.

Mr. Chelf for, with Mr. Eberharter against,

Mr. Engle of Callfornia for, with Mr,
Eefauver against.

Mr. Norrell for, with Mr. Sabath against,

Mr. McCulloch for, with Mr, Forand against,

Mr, Miller of Nebraska for, with Mr. Powell
against,

Additional general pairs:
Mr. Norblad with Mr. Hedrick.

Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Hébert.
Kunkel with Mr, Fernandez,
Eaton with Mr. Cox.
Mitchell with Mr. Larcade.
Nodar with Mr. Pfeifer.
Youngblood with Mr, Redden.
Thomas of New Jersey with Mr, Lane.
Hardie Scott with Mr. Philbin.
Potter with Mr. Flannagan.
Plumley with Mr. Barden,
Holmes with Mr. Lynch.
Case of South Dakota with Mr. Battle,
Fuller with Mr, Vinson.
Mundt with Mr. Walter.
Hugh D. Scott, Jr., with Mr, Rivers.
. Jackson of California with Mr. Bu-
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Mr, Rohrbough with Mr, Johnson of Okla=-
homa.

Mr, Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Kee.

Mr. Mack with Mr. Hobbs.

Mr. Meade of Eentucky with Mr. Johnson
of Texas,

Mr. Landis with Mr. Sheppard.

Mr. Kearney with Mr, Sikes.

Mr. August H. Andresen with Mr, Multer.

Mr, Ellis with Mr. Miller of California,

Mr, Hartley with Mr. Somers,

Mr. Mason with Mr. Dorn,

Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr, Celler,

Mr. Love with Mr. Stigler,
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent for the immedi-
ate consideration of the bill (S. 110) to
amend the Interstate Commerce Act
with respect to certain agreements be-
tween carriers.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

. Be it enacted, etc., That the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, is amended by
adding after section 5 thereof a new section
as follows:

Sec. fa. (1) For purposes of this section—

“(A) The terny ‘carrier’ means any com-
mon carrier subject to part I, IT, or III, and °
shall include any freight forwarder subject
to part IV, of this act; and

“(B) The term ‘antitrust laws' has the
meaning assigned to such term in section 1
of the act entitled ‘An act to supplement ex-
isting laws against unlawful restraints and
monopolies, and for other purposes,’ ap-
proved October 15, 1914,

“(2) Any carrier, party to an agreement
between or among two or more carriers con=
cerning, or providing rules or regulations
pertaining to or procedures for the considera-
tion, Initiation, or establishment, of rates,
fares, charges (including charges as between ~
carriers), classifications, divisions, allow-
ances, time schedules, routes, the inter-
change of facilities, the settlement of claims,
the promotion of safety, or the promotion of
adequacy, economy, or efficiency of operation
or service, may, under such rules and regula=
tions as the Commission may prescribe, apply
to the Commission for approval of the agree-
ment, and the Commission shall by order
approve any such agreement (if approval
thereof is not prohibited by paragraph (4),
(6), or (6)) if it finds after public notice in
the Federal Register and public hearing not
less than 60 days thereafter that the object
of the agreement is appropriate for the proper
performance by the carriers of service to the
public, that the agreement is not unjustly
discriminatory as between shippers or geo=-
graphical regions or areas, that it will not
unduly restrain competition, and that it is
consistent with the public Interest as de-
clared by Congress in the national transpor-
tation policy set forth in this act: other=-
wise the application shall be denied. The
approval of the Commission shall be granted
only upon such terms and conditions as the
Commission may preseribe as necessary to
insure compliance with the standards above
set forth in this paragraph,

*(8) Each conference, bureau, committee,
or other organization established or con-
tinued pursuant to any agreement approved
by the Commission under the provisions of
this section shall maintain such accounts,
records, files, and memoranda and shall sub-
mit to the Commission such reports as may
be prescribed by the Commission, and all
such accounts, records, files, and memoranda
shall be subject to inspection by the Com-
mission or its duly authorized representa-
tives. No bank or other financial institu-
tions ghall be a member of any such con-
ference, bureau, committee, or other organi=-
Zation.

“(4) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement between
or among carriers of different classes unless
it finds that such agreement is limited to
freight classifications_or to joint rates or
through routes; and for purposes of this
paragraph carriers by railroad, express com-
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panies, and sleeping-car companies are car-
riers of one class; pipe-line companies are
carriers of one class; carriers by motor ve-
hicle are carriers of one class; carriers by
water are carriers of one class; and freight
forwarders are of another class,

“(5) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement which it
finds is an agreement for a pooling, divi-
sion, consolidation, merger, purchase, lease,
acquisition, or other transaction, to which
section 5 of this act is applicable,

“(6) The Commission shall not approve
under this section any agreement which
establishes a procedure for the determina-
tion of any matter through joint considera-
tion unless it finds or by condition requires
that under the agreement there is or shall
be accorded to each party the free and un-
restrained right to act contrary to and in-
dependently of the initial determination or
report, or any subsequent determination or
report, arrived at through such procedure,
and unless it finds or by condition requires
that all carriers of the same class (as de-
fined in paragraph (4) of this section) with-
In the territorial and organizational scope
of such agreement shall be eligible to become
and remain parties to the agreement upon
application and payment of charges appli-
cable to other parties of the same class.
Nothing in this section and no approval of
any agreement by the Commission under this
section shall be so construed as in any man-
ner to remove from the purview of the anti-
trust laws any restraint upon the right of
independent action by any carrier by means
of boycott, duress, or intimidation.

“(7) The Commission is authorized, upon
complaint or upon its own initiative with-
out complaint, to investigate and determine
whether any agreement previously approved
by it under this section, or terms and condi-
tions upon which such approval was granted,
is not or are not in conformity with the stand-
ards set forth in paragraph (2), or whether
any such terms and conditions are not nec-
essary for purposes of conformity with such
standards, and, after such investigation, the
Commission shall by order terminate or
modify its approval of such agreement if it
finds such action necessary to insure con-
formity with such standards, and shall
modify the terms and conditions upon which
such approval was granted and may impose
additional terms and conditions to the ex-
tent it finds necessary to insure conformity
with such standards or to the extent to
which it finds such terms and conditions
not necessary to insure such conformity.
Any person, including the Attorney General
of the United States, may make complaint
to the Commission of any action taken under
or pursuant to an agreement theretofore
approved by the Commission and the Com-
mission, upon such complaint or upon its
own initiative, shall after hearing deter-
mine whether any such action is in con-
formity with such agreement and with the
terms of the approval thereof by the Com-
mission and Is consistent with the stand-
ards above set forth and whether its ap-
proval of the agreement should be modi-
field or terminated or additional terms or
conditions be prescribed with respect to the
particular action complained of. The effec-
tive date of any order terminating or modi-
fying approval, or modifying terms and con-
ditions, or preseribing terms or conditions,
shall be postponed for such period as the
Commission determines to be reasonably
necessary to avoid undue hardship.

“(8) No order shall be entered under this
section except after interested parties (in-
cluding in all cases the Attorney General of
the United States and interested State reg-
ulatory commissions or other authorities)
have been afforded reasonable opportunity
for hearing.

“(9) No agreement approved by the Com-
mission under this section, and no con-
ference or joint or concerted action pur-
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suant to and in conformity with such agree-
ment as the same may be conditioned by the
Commission, shall be deemed to be a con-
tract, combination, conspiracy, or monopoly
in restraint of trade or commerce within the
meaning of the antitrust laws: Provided,
That the approval by the Commission of any
agreement concerning, or providing rules or
regulations pertaining to or procedures for
the consideration, initiation, or establish-
ment of, time schedules, the interchange of
facilities, the settlement of claims, the pro-
motion of safety, or the promotion of ade-
quacy, economy, or efficlency of operation
or service shall not be deemed to be ap-
proval of any subsequent modification or
amendment thereof or of any supplemental
or other agreement made pursuant to any
provision contained in the original approved
agreement: And provided further, That the
approval by the Commission of any agree-
ment providing procedures for the consid-
eration, initiation, or establishment of time
schedules, the interchange of facilities, the
settlement of claims, the promotion of safety,
or the promotion of adequacy, economy, or
efficiency of operation or service shall not be
deemed to be approval of any joint or con-
certed action taken pursuant to any provi-
sion of such agreement.

“(10) Any action of the Commission un-
der this section in approving an agreement,
or in denying an application for such ap-
proval, or in terminating or modifying its
approval of an agreement, or in prescribing
the terms and conditions upon which its ap-
proval is to be granted, or in modifying
such terms and conditions, shall be con-
strued as having effect solely with reference
to the applicability of the provisions of para-
graph (9)."

“(11) The enactment of this section shall
not—

“(a) deprive the Supreme Court of jurisdic-
tion to hear and determine the case of
Georgia v. Pennsylvania Railroad Com-
pany, et al., Docket No. 11 (Original), October
term, 1945, or any proceeding for the en-
forcement of the provisions of any decree en-
tered in such suit;

“(b) change any principle of substantive
or procedural law otherwise applicable in
the determination of such suit or proceeding,
or deprive any party to such suit of any
relief to which such party would be entitled
but for the enactment of this section; or

“(c) render lawful the performance of any
past or future act which shall have been
found by the Supreme Court in such suit or
proceeding as it relates to the parties to
such sult to be unlawful or which shall have
been prohibited by the terms of any decree
entered therein or any supplement thereto or
any modification thereof.”

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I
offer an amendment, 5
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WOLVERTON:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert the provisions of the bill H. R. 221
as passed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H. R, 221) was
laid on the table.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. GAMBLE., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may have until
midnight tonight to file a conference re-
port on the bill S. 2287, the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation bill.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from the
Evening Star.

Mr. KING asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REcorp in two instances and in each to
include an editorial.

Mr, GILLIE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a public-opinion
poll recently taken in his district.

Mr. REES. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 18490

Mr. REES. Mr, Speaker, I was un-
avoidably away from the House floor for
a brief period earlier this afternoon
attending a conference with Govern-
ment officials concerning matters under
consideration in the committee of which
I am chairman, when a vote was taken
by the House on a motion to recommit
H. R. 6481 to the Committee on Appro-
priations with certain amendments.
Had I been present I would have voted
against sending the bill back to the
committee.

I do want to emphasize a thing that
is being pointed out in the committee
report, as well as by Members of the
House with respect to the need of more
controls of Government corporations.
According to this report there were 19
Government-owned corporations in ex-
istence in 1921. Today there are 86 such
corporations with total assets of more
than $10,500,000,000, and with liabili-
ties of approximately a similar amount.
It is understood that a certain amount
of expansion was required during the
emergency and during the war period.
I think it is time for Congress to look
the situation over and determine
whether some of these corporations may
be reduced, or if found unnecessary, be
eliminated. It would be interesting to
know about the authority granted many
of these Government organizations to
carry on various types of business. What
I mean to say is that it might be a good
idea to sort of look them over, especially
since investments are made from tax-
payers' funds.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
11 o’clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection,
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. THoMas of New Jersey (at the
request of Mr. SunpsTRUM), for an in-
definite period, on account of illness.

Ta Mr, D’EwarT, from May 12 through
May 18, on account of official business.

The SPEAKER. Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. GiLLIE] is recognized for
15 minutes.

FOOT-AND-MOUTH DISEASE

Mr. GILLIE, Mr, Speaker, for the

past 18 months the United States has
_been in the unusual and uncomfortable
position of having an outbreak of foot-
and-mouth disease of livestock on a ram-
page within some 300 miles of our border.
As every Member of this House knows,
foot-and-mouth disease was reported in
epidemic form in Mexico in December
1946.

It is still there, And it is going to be
there for a long time yet to come.

It is the first time in history that we in
the United States have found ourselves
in this position—face to face with en-
demic foot-and-mouth disease on the
North American Continent. There have
been previous outbreaks on this conti-
nent, but they have been promptly sup-
pressed and eradicated by the Spartan
method of slaughtering and burying all
diseased and exposed animals.s

As you know, this was the method
which was first tried in Mexico. For a
number of reasons it did not succeed. I
have reported at length to the House on
that matter—Appendix to the CONGRES-
sIoNAL RECORD, page Al84—and I will not
take the time of the Members to go over
that ground again.

Suffice it for me to say that we were
not able to eradicate the disease by the
slaughter and burial method—and hav-
ing failed in that attempt, our techni-
cians adopted the only possible alterna-
tive, measures designed to hold the dis-
ease in check—to prevent its further
spread particularly toward the United
States—while ways were being devised
and found to again undertake the busi-
ness of eradication.

Since the early part of last December
our forces, under the direction of the
Bureau of Animal Industry of the De-
partment of Agriculture, have been en-
gaged in this holding action against the
disease. The plan of that action, too,
was fully discussed in the report to the
House I have referred to. It was also set
out clearly in the recommendations and
report of the Foot-and-Mouth Disease
Subcommittee of the Committee on Agri-
culture, which appeared in the Appendix
to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Volume 93,
part 13, page A4657.

With one important exception—which
I will refer to in some detail in a few
moments—the recommendations of that
committee appear to have been sub-
stantially carried out.

I have recently returned from a trip
to Texas and to northern Mexico which
I made for the purpose of discussing
with the cattlemen in that area the prob-
lems presented to this country by the
presence of foot-and-mouth disease in
Mexico—and to see for myself some of
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the things which are being done to solve

‘that problem. My purpose in taking the

time of the House today is to report to
the Members briefly on what we saw and
heard on that trip.

I was accompanied on that trip by
members of the Foot-and-Mouth Dis-
ease Subcommittee on the Committee on
Agriculture, by a representative of the
Committee on Appropriations, and a
representative of the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, may I di-
gress for a moment to comment on the
fine cooperation which the Committee
on Agriculture has received from the
other committees of the House—and
from the membership in general—in its
efforts to cope with this difficult and dan-
gerous problem. The presence of the
two representatives of other committees
on this recent inspection trip is typical
of the cooperation and assistance I am
talking about. Throughout this whole
business individual Members of the House
and every committee in any way con-
nected with the matter have taken the
utmost pains to keep themselves as well
informed as could be and have given
prompt and sympathetic action when-
ever action was required.

I want to say, Mr. Speaker, that this
cooperative attitude on the part of the
House has been most encouraging to
those of us who have been assigned some
measure of responsibility in connection
with this fight. And I am sure I speak
for them when I say that it is also appre-
ciated by the farmers and the cattlemen
of this country, who are so much con-
cerned about this disease.

On its recent trip, our committee held
public meetings at Amarillo and El Paso,
Tex, It discussed the problem of foot-
and-mouth disease with many people—
not only in those formal meetings, but
in informal meetings in and about those
two Texas cities, and in Juarez and Chi-
huahua, Mexico.

I think the main conclusion that could
be drawn from the very many ideas, sug-
gestions, and opinions we heard ex-
pressed is that there is no easy answer to
the problem which faces us. Even down
there, where the disease has now a much
more threatening and intimate aspect
than it has to most of us here—there
were almost as many different ideas and
suggestions advanced as to the best way
of dealing with it as there were individ-
uals to make suggestions.

Some proposals are obviously unwork-
able. It was seriously advocated by sev-
eral speakers, for example, that the best
course is to “get tough” with Mexico:
To close the border, or threaten to close
the border, to all commerce whatsoever
until that country—by the use of what-
ever force might be required—takes posi-
tive steps to carry out the program of
slaughter and burial.

Still other speakers—and at times the
same ones who advanced the “get tough”
idea—pointed out that our best present
line of defense is made up of the cattle-
men of northern Mexico—who through
their own efforts and at their own ex-
pense are doing everything in their pow-
er to prevent the spread of foot-and-
mouth disease northward into the still
undiseased herds of northern Mexico.
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Mexico depends heavily on the United
States for almost all the things it uses in
its day-to-day living. I was impressed
to find a display of gardening tools, fer-
tilizers, weed killers, insecticides, and all
the usual spring display of things for the
gardener, in the window of a hardware
store in Chihuahua, Mexico—and every
article in the window had been manufac-
tured in the United States.

I am inclined to agree with those who
believe that the friendship and coopera-
tion of the cattlemen and other citizens
of northern Mexico is one of the strong-
est weapons we have against the spread
northward of this disease—and I am cer-
tain that a policy based on economic
force is not the way in which to foster
that friendship and cooperation.

Others suggested that the United States
pour whatever money is necessary into
a campaign to buy up all cattle and other
susceptible animals in the infected zone
of Mexico and destroy them—thus elimi-
nating the disease. This was exactly what
we undertook to do in the slaughter and
burial program.

I cite these specific proposals merely
as samples of the wide variety of ideas
which suggest themselves as men deeply
concerned with this problem try to work
out some solution. There were a great
many others.

If there was any consensus of opinion
on the subject it was this: That there is
nothing basically wrong with the program
recommended by the foot-and-mouth
disease subcommittee, and that in fact it
offers the best available plan of proceed-
ing against the disease—if that program
is administered in a manner which will
put it into operation effectively. This,
I believe, is the position of the Texas and
Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ Associa-
tion and of a number of informed cattle-
men who talked to the committee.

These . same persons are in almost
unanimous agreement, however, that the
program outlined by the committee and
implemented by an international agree-
ment between the United States and
Mexico has not been administered as ef-
fectively and as energetically as it could
be—and must be if it is to achieve its
purpose of holding the disease in check
and gradually moving in to eradicate it.

The men in our Bureau of Animal In-
dustry are extremely competent—but
they are competent veterinarians, sci-
entists, and technicians—not business
executives of outstanding ability. I am
willing to trust their judgment com-
pletely in any matter having to do with
the scientific and medical aspects of live-
stock diseases. But in my opinion, the
qualifications required of the person di-
recting our fight against foot-and-mouth
disease are first of all that he shall be a
top-flight executive.

Following its first trip to Mexico, in late
June of last year, the committee which
spent several days inspecting the cam-
paign at close quarters urgently recom-
mended that a man of outstanding ex-
ecutive ability and experience, one com-
pletely unfettered by bureaucratic red
tape, be appointed to direct the cam-
paign in Mexico.

Recommendations similar to that have
been made repeatedly since that time by
every commission, committee, or respon-
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sible individual who has made any serious
investigation of the program. Those who
have independently urged on the Secre-
tary of Agriculture that he appoint a top-
flight executive from outside the Dzpart-
ment to head this important work in-
clude his own advisory commiftee on
foot-and-mouth disease and General
Corlett, who was sent to Mexico by the
Secretary as his special consultant and
adviser on the subject.

In spite of all these recommenda-
tions—in spite of the unanimous agree-
ment of everyone who has studied the
problem that what is most needed in
Mexico is an outstanding executive with
a nongovernmental background.

I du not know why it has taken so long
to secure action on this important mat-
ter. I do know that failure thus far to
do so has been a disappointment to all
of us concerned in this business, and I
feel that it has had a serious effect on
the program. I trust that the Mexican
Government will give an immediate
clearance when such an administrator is
named.

We found a considerable amount of
encouraging information on our trip.
The cattlemen of northern MeXico are
going ahead with their own efforts to
keep foot-and-mouth disease south of
the quarantine line, and they are making
excellent progress in the construction of
canning plants to take care of the cut-
off cattle population of the northern
Mexican states.

In their efforts to bolster the quaran-
tine line and keep foot-and-mouth dis-
ease within the presently infected area,
the cattlemen of northern Mexico are
maintaining their own strict quaran-
tines. They have state quarantines
against the movement of any cattle or
susceptable animals. With their own
police forces they are backing up the
official quarantine line to stop the north-
ward movement of the disease.

At the same time, they are working on
what they call a buffer pasture. This
will be a strip 15 to 25 miles wide north
of the official quarantine line from which
all susceptible animals will be removed.
The purpose of this buffer pasture is to
set up a quarantine band that will stop
the progress northward of the disease
by confronting it with a zone in which
there are no animals which can catch
the disease. e

This “buffer pasture” is being set up
by the northern Mexican cattlemen and
businessmen at their own expense.
Their plan is to buy all the cattle, sheep,
goats, and hogs in this zone and send
them to market or move them into other
pastures. It is to be emphasized that
the animals in this zone have not been
infected by the disease or exposed to
it. All this activity is taking place in
the clean area, where the disease has
never penetrated.

I am not in a position to report now
how extensively this plan is now being
carried out but I am informed that some
progress is being made. I hope that
within the next 2 months the com-
mittee will be able to make a personal
inspection of the quarantine line and
the “buffer pasture” and bring the
House an accurate report of those ac-
tivities.

XCIV—-356

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

As the Members are aware, one of the
serious problems brought about by the
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease is
what to do with the disease-free cattle
in northern Mexico. The normal mar-
ket for those cattle is the United States.
With the outbreak of the disease, the
border was closed to cattle and that
market was cut off. Cattle raising is
the most important single industry of
the northern Mexican States. .Its per-
manent paralysis—as was threatened
by the quarantine—threatened to ruin
the whole economy of that area.

Several months ago the northern
Mexican cattlemen and businessmen—
working chiefly through the State cattle
associations—undertook to solve the
problem in some degree by building
canning plants in order to process and
dispose of their cattle.

Our committee visited two of these
plants—one at Juarez and the other at
Chihuahua City. The plant at Juarez is
already in operation. It isa small plant,
but quite modern in construction and
equipment. The committee was favor-
ably impressed by the manner in which
this plant has been constructed and is
being operated.

The plant at Chihuahua City is much
larger. It will be just as modern and
efficient as the most up-to-date knowl-
edge and machinery can make it. It is
being constructed under the supervision
of American engineers experienced in
the construction of packing and meat
canning plants. It will be a combina-
tion packing and canning plant, with
capacity for quick freezing and cooler
storage.

These plants are typical of 9 or 10
such plants that are either already in
production or are nearing completion in
northern Mexico. I want to re-empha-
size that these plants are being built by
Mexican cattlemen and businessmen,
with Mexican money. They are not be-
ing constructed by the United States,
nor are we paying any part of their cost,

I was informed that when the plants
now being constructed are in operation
they will be able to take care of most of
the cattle being produced in northern
Mexico.

At the present time the canned meat
produced there cannot be sold in the
United States. It is in heavy demand
for export purposes, however, and it is
presumed that when the Mexican Gov-
ernment has established a meat-inspec-
tion service that can be certified by our
Bureau of Animal Industry, their canned
produet will be permitted a market in
the United States.

Returning to the subject of our direct
fight against foot-and-mouth disease, it
seems to me that our efforts must be
continued along the lines we have been
following.

First. We must hold the quarantine line
and prevent the disease from coming any
farther northward. Second. We must
continue unrelentingly to eradicate the
disease in areas south of the quarantine
line as rapidly as this can be done.
Third. And this is very important. We
must get our research laboratories built
and get our research under way as speed-
ily as we can. ;

5651

If we can hold the disease in check for
a reasonable time, and in the meantime
can push research on it with all speed, I
have the greatest hope that we will be
able to discover through science some
effective means of removing this threat
from our continent, and possibly from the
world, altogether.

RACING SHELLS

Mr. FNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5933) to
permit the temporary free importation
of racing shells, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs., KNUTSON,
REED of New York, WoobruFF, DOUGHTON,
and CoOPER.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn from the list of conferees
and the name of the gentleman from
California [Mr. GEeArRHART] be substi-
tuted therefor.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following ti-
tles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

5.3. An act to provide for the training ot
alr-trafic control-tower operators; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

§.153. An act authorizing the Secretary of
the Army to have prepared a replica of the
Dade Monument for presentation to the
State of Florida; to the Committee on
Armed services,

B.668. An act for the relief of Philip Su-
manpow; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8.1703. An act for the relief of Lorraine
Burns Mullen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

8.1979. An act authorizing and directing
the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Depart-
ment of the Interior to undertake certain
studies of the soft-shell and hard-shell
clams; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries,

8.2060. An act for the relief of Edgar Wik~
ner Percival; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

8.2077. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to exchange certain property
with the city of Kearney, Nebr.; to the Com-
mittee on Armed EServices. i

8.2152, An act to increase the maximum
travel allowance for rallway postal clerks
and substitute railway postal clerks; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

8, 2223, An act to guthorize the promotion
of Lt. Gen. Leslie Richard Groves to the per-
manent grade of major general, United States
Army, and for other purpcses; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

8.2224. An act to amend the Veterans™
Preference Act of 1944 with respect to the
priority rights of veterans entitled to 10-
point preference under such act; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civii SBervice,

5.22338. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to grant to the East Bay Mu-
nicipal Utility District, an agency of the
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State of California, an easement for the con-
struction and operation of a water main In
and under certain Governmeni-owned lands
comprising a part of the United States air
station, Alameda, Calif.; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

8.2281. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Army or his duly authorized repre-
sentative to quitclaim a perpetual easement
over certain lands adjacent to the Fort My-
ers Army Airfield, Fla.; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

8,2432, £n act to amend the Allen Regls-
tration Act of 1940; to the Comm'ttee on the
Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H R.107. An act for the acquisition and
maintenance of wildlife management and
control areas in the State of California, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 338. An act for the rellef of Amin Bin
Rejab;

H.R.345. An act for the relief of Ollie Mc-
Neill and Ester B. McNeil;

H.R.B17. An act for the rellef of Andres
Quinones and Letty Perez;

H.R. 831, An act for the rellef of George
Chan;

H.R. 1022, An act for the rellef of Peter
Bednar, Francisca Bednar, Peter Walter Bed-
nar, and William Jeseph Bednar;

H.R. 1189. An act to establish the methods
of advancement for post-office employees
(rural carriers) in the fleld service;

H.R.1392. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Charlotte E. Harvey;

H. R, 1562. An act to Increase temporarily
the amount of Federal aid to State or Terri-
torial homes for the support of disabled sol-
diers and sailors of the United States;

H. R.16563. An act for the relief of Edward
W. Eiggei;

H.R.1724. An act to legalize the admission
to the United States of Sarah Jane Sanford
Pansa;

H.R. 1749. An act to amend the act entitled
“An Act for the rellef of Johannes or John,
Julia, Michael, William, and Anna Kostiuk";

H.R. 1953. An act for the relief of John F.
Reeves;

H.R.2000. An act for the relief of Jeffer-
sonville Flood Control District, Jeflersonville,
Ind., a municipal corporation;

H.R.2418. An act for the relief of Luz
Martin;

H.R.3189. An act for the rellef of Joe
Parry, a minor; I

H.R. 3224, An act for the relief of Frank
and Maria Durante; :

H. R. 3608, An act for the relief of Cristeta
La-Madrid Angeles;

H.R. 3740. An act for the rellef of Andrew
Osiecimskl Czapski;

H.R.3787. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Maria Smorczewska;

H.R.3824. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Cletus E. Todd (formerly Laura Estelle
Ritter);

H.R.3880. An act for the relief of Ludwig
Pohoryles;

H. R.3998. An act to provide for regulation
of certain insurance rates in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; -

H. R. 4018, An act authorizing the transfer
of certain real property for wildlife, or other
purposes; ;

H. R. 4060. An act to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Moke Tcharoutcheff, Lucie Bap<
tistine Tcharoutchefl, Raymende "Teharout.
cheff, and Robert Teharoutchefl; Yo
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H.R. 4068. An act to authorize the Federal
Works Administrator to construct a building
for the General Accounting Office on square
518 in the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes;

H.R.4120. An act for the reller of Jerline
Floyd Givens and the legal guardian of Wil-
liam Earl Searight, a minor;

H.R. 4130. An act for the rellef of Dennis
(Dionesio) Fernandeg;

H. R. 4631. An act for the relief of Antonio
Villani;

H.R.5035. An act to authorize the attend-
ance of the United States Marine Band at
the Eighty-second National Encampment of
the Grand Army of the Republic to be held
in Grand Rapids, Mich., September 26 to 30,
1948;

H.R.5118. An act to authorize the sale of
certain individual Indian land on the Flat-
head Reservation to the State of Montana;

H. R. 5137. An act to amend the Immigra-
tion Act of 1924, as amended;

H.R.5262. An act to authorize the sale
of individual Indian lands acquired under
the act of June 18, 1934, and under the
act of June 26, 1936:

H.R. 5543. An act granting the consent of
Congress to Carolina Power & Light Co.,
to construct, maintain, and operate a dam
in the Lumber River;

H.R.b651. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
in South Dakota for municipal or public
purposes;

H.R.5805. An act to extend the time
within which application for the benefits of
the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944 may
be made by veterans diecharged from the
armed forces before the effective date of such
act; and

H.R.5963. An act to authorize the con-
struction of a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia and the District Court
of the United States for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes.

EILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on Heuse Administration, reported that
that committee did on May 7, 1948 pre-
sent to the President, for his approval, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.60565. An act making appropriations
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 25 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
May 12, 1948, at 11 o’clock a, m.

EXECUTIVE CCMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1538, A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, United States Army, dated March
3, 1948, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and an illustration, on
a review of reports on the Mississippl River
between the Missourl River and Minneapolis,
for construction of a harbor at Davenport,
Iowa, requested by a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Rep-
resentatives, adopted on March 21, 1945 (H.
Doc. No, 642); to the Committee on Public
Works and ordered to be printed, with one
illustration.

-1629. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
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of Engineers, United States Army, dated Feb-
ruary 18, 1948, submitting a report, together
with accomrpanying papers and {llustrations,
on a preliminary examination and survey
of, and a review of reports on rivers, lakes,
and canals of central and southern Florida
for flood control and other purposes, made
pursuant to congressional authorizations (H.
Doc. No. 643); to the Committee on Public
Works and ordered to be printed, with five
{llustrations.

1540. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated
March 22, 1948, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on a preliminary examination and survey of
Pillar Point, Halfmoon Bay, San Mateo
County, Calif,, authorized by the River and
Harbor Act, approved March 2, 18045 (H. Doc.
No. (44); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed, with two illustra-
tions.

1541. A letter fromr the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Au-
gust 22, 1947, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and one illustra-
tlon, on a preliminary examination and sur-
vey of Mystic River, Mass., authorized by the
River and Harbor Act approved on March 2,
1845 (H. Dcc. No, 645); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed, with
one illustration.

1542. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Feh-
ruary 12, 1948, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tlon, on a preliminary examination and sur-
vey of channel at Charleston, South Slough,
Oreg., authorized by the River and Harbor
Act approved on March 2, 1945 (H. Doc. No,
646) ; to the Committee on Public Works and
ordered to be printed, with one illustration.

1543. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Navy transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to enhance further the security of the
United States by preventing disclosures of
informetion concerning the cryptographic
systems and the communication intelligence
activities of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1544. A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill to provide
for the removal of weeds from lands in the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana: Committee on
Appropriations. H.R.6500, A bill making
appropriations for the legislative branch for
the flscal year ending June 30, 1949, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept,
No. 1908). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. ‘REED of New York: Committee on
Ways and Means. House Joint Resolution
3985. Joint resolution to extend the time for
the release, free of estate and gift tax, of
powers of appointment; with an amendment
(Rept. No, 1807).

Mr. BLACENEY: Committee on Armed
Services. 8. 657. An act to amend the Pay
Readjustment Act of 1942, as amended, so
as to authorize crediting of service as a cadet,
midshipman. or aviation cadet for pay pur-
pcces. and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1908). Referred to
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the Committee of the. Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BLACENEY: Committee on Armed
SBervices. 5. 1526. An act to provide for
furnishing transportation for certain Gov-
ernment and other personnel, and for other
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1909). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State'of the Union.

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R, 5181. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to exchange certain prop-
erty with the city of Kearney, Nebr.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1910). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union

Mr. GOODWIN: Committee on Ways and
Means. H. R. 5608. A bill to amend para-
graph 1007 of the Tariff Act of 1930; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1911). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana: Committee on
Ways and Means. H. R, 5612. A bi)" to pro-
vide for the free importation of evergreen
Christmas trees; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1912). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. WOODRUFF: Committee on Ways and
Means. H. R.5641. A bill to provide for the
free importation of salt brine: without
amendment (Rept. No. 1913). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

Mr. ELSTON: Committee cn Armed Serv-
ices. H.R.5642. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Navy to grant to the East Bay
Munieipal Utllity District, an agency of the
State of California, an easement for the con-
struction and operation of a water main in
and under certain Government-owned lands
comprising a part of the United States naval
air station, Alameda, Calif.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1914). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BLACENEY: Committee on Armed
Services. H. R. 5758. A bill to amend fur-
ther the Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946, as
amended, to permit certain payments to be
made to surviving brothers and sisters, and
nieces and nephews, of deceased members
and former members of the armed forces;
with an amendment (Rept. No, 1915). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Committee on
Ways and Means, H, R. 6242, A bill to con-
tinue untll the close of June 30, 1949, the
present suspension of import duties on scrap
iron, scrap steel, and nonferrous metal scrap;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1917). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union,

Mr., ALLEN of Illinois: Committee on
Rules, House Resolution 589. Resolution
providing for consideration of H. R. 6419, a
bill authorizing the construction, repair, and
preservation of certaln public works on rivers
and harbors for navigation, flood control,
and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1918). Referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. GRANT of Indiana: Committee
on Ways and Means, H.R.5865. A bill to
amend paragraph 813 of the Tariff Act of
1830; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1919).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. McDOWELL: Committee on Un-Amer-
fcan Activities. Report on the Communist
Party of the United States as an advocate
of overthrow of government by force and
viclence; without amendment (Rept. No.
1920). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LOVE: Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service. 8. 1082. An act to credit cer-
tain service performed by employees of the
postal service who are transferred from one
position to.another within the service for
purposes of determining eligibility for pro-
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motion; with amendments (Rept. No. 1921).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union,

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public
Works. 8. 1305. An act to amend section 24
of the Federal Power Act 8o as to provide
that the States may apply for reservation of
poiilons of power sites released for entry, lo-
cation, or selection to the State for highway
purposes; without amendment (Rept, No.
1922). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiel-
ary. H.R.2766. A bill to amend section 2 of
an act entitled “An act to provide for the
establishment of a probation system in the
United States courts, except in the District
of Columbia,” approved March 4, 1925, as
amended (18 U. 8. C. 725); without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1923). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public
Works. H. R. 3402, A bill to extend the au-
thorized maturity date of certain bridge
revenue bonds to be issued in connection
with the refunding of the acquisition cost of
the bridge across the Missouri River at Rulo,
Nebr.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1024).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
fces. H. R. 3883. A bill to authorize and
direct the Secretary of War to transfer to the
Terrivory of Alacka the title to the Army
veszel Hygiene; with amendments (Rept. No.
1925)., Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
lces. H. R. 4032, A bill to amend certain
provisions of law relating fo the mnaval
service so as to authorize the delegation to
the Secretary of the Navy of certain discre-
tionary powers vested in the President of
the Un' ed States; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1926). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union. ;

Mr. DOLLIVER: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. H. R. 4114. A bill
to amend the Public Health Service Act to
permit certair expenditures, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1927).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public
Works, H. R. 4180. A bill to amend the
General Bridge Act of 1946; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1928) Referred to the
House Calendar,

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL: Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. H. R.
4816. A bill to amend section 624 of the
Public Health Service Act so as to provide
& minimum allotment of $250,000 to each
State for the construction of hospitals; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1929). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R. 5283. A bill to provide for the
disposal of surplus sand at Fort Story, Va.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1930). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public

Works. . H, R. 5609.. A bill to authorize’

Defense Homes Corporation to convey to
Howard University certain lands in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No. 1831). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Publie
Works. H. R. 5750. A bill to provide for the
extension and improvement of post-office
facilities at Los Angeles, Calif., and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1932).
Referred to the Committee of “he Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Publle
Works. H R.5842. A bill to provide for the
acquisition of additional land along the
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Mount Vernon Memorial Highway in ex-
change for certain dredging privileges, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1933). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R.5922. A bill relating to the issu-
ance of reentry permits to certain allens; with
an amendment (Rept. No, 1034). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL: Committee on
Interstate and Forelign Commerce. H. R.
5889. A bill to extend the provisions of title
VI of the Public Health Service Act to the
Virgin Islands; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1935), Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. TWYMAN: Committee on Post Office
and Clvil Service. H. R. 6208. A bill to pro-
vide for the collection and publication of
statistical information by the Bureau of the
Census; without amendment (Rept. No.
1936). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on Ways
and Means. H. R. 6275. A bill to exempt
from estate tax national service life insur-
ance and United States Government life in-
surance in certain cases; without amend-
ment (Rept. No, 1937). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. YOUNGBLOOD: Committee on Post
Office and Cilvil Service. H. R. 6203. A bill
to amend the act of June 19, 1934, providing
for the establishment of the National Ar-
chives, so as to provide that certain fees
collected by the Archivist shall be avallable
for disbursement in the interest of the Na-
tional Archives; without amendment (Rep:.
No. 1938). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HESELTON: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. H. R. 6339. A bill
to amend the provisions of title VI of the
Public Health Service Act relating to stand-
ards of maintenance and operation for hos-
pitals receiving ald under that title; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1939). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of,
committees were delivered to the Clerk:

for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv-

ices. H. R. 6836. A bill to authorize the
Becretary of the Army or his duly authorized

representative to quitclaim a perpetual ease-

ment over certain lands adjacent to the Fort

Myers Army Airfield, Fla.; without amend-,

ment (Rept. No. 1916)., Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills:

and resolutions were introduced  and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana:

H. R, 6500. A bill making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending Tune 30, 1949, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. HINSHAW :

H. R. 6501, A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of civil transport aircraft adaptable for
auxiliary milltary service, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN:

H.R.6502. A bill to amend the Organle
Act of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on
Public Lands.




Bv Mr. GRANT of Indiana:
_H.R.6503. A bill to repeal the war tax
rate on the retail sale of jewelry, furs, and
tollet preparations, and to reduce the war
tax rate on the retall sale of luggage; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PACE:

H. R. 6504. A bill to authorize the sale to
Muscogee County, State of Georgla, of top-
soil at the Fort Benning installation; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. PETERSON (by request) :

H.R. 6505. A bill to incorporate the Army
and Navy Unlon; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BEALL:

H. R.6506. A bill to authorize the granting
of Federal aid with respect to the construc-
tion of certain toll bridges, highways, and
tunnels; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, HUBER:

H.R.6507. A bill to amend subsection 602
(¥') of the National Service Life Insurance
Act of 1940, as amended, to authorize renewal
of level-premium term insurance for a second
5-year period, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. NORBLAD:

H.R.6508. A bill to amend sectlon 1501
(b) (1) (E) of the Second War Powers Act,
1942, so as to authorize the exercise of certain
powers conferred by such act with respect to
nitrogenous compound necessary to the
manufacture and delivery of nitrogenous fer-
tilizer materials for export; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PRICE of Illinois:

H.R. 6509, A bill to provide an appropria-
tion for the reconstruction and repair of
public facilities in the State of Illinois which
were destroyed or damaged by a recent tor-
nado; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. REEVES:

H.R.6510, A bill to encourage the con-
struction of rental housing accommodations
by permitting certain deductions in com-
puting net income for income-tax purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIZLEY:

H.R.6511. A bill to amend section 2402
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code, as amend-
ed, and to repeal section 2402 (b) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code, as amended; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ELEIN:

H. R.6512. A bil] to authorize the issuance
of a silver certificate bearing the portrait
of Franklin Delano Roocsevelt; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BOGGS of Loulsiana:

H.R.6513. A bill to exclude from gross in-
come lump-sum payments for service as avi-
ators in the armed forces of the United
States; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, HARRIS:

H.J. Res. 399. Joint resolution proposing
an smendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
_diciary.

By Mr. GAMBLE:

H. Con. Res. 187, Concurrent resolution to
continue the Joint Committee on Housing
beyond March 15, 1948, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Rules.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Michigan, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States to take emphatic and positive
action under the laws of our land to prevent
and estop any person, group, or assembly
from the continuance of teachings or actions
which have as their basis the motives to
destroy our America; to the Committee on
Un-American Activities.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Michigan, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
with respect to the limitation of petroleum
exports; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Michigan, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to enact such legislation that will definitely
authorize veterans entitled to benefits under
Public Law 346 to pursue a course of flight
training in lieu of, or in assoclation with,
such other courses of instruction as they
may elect to pursue; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BEALL:

H. R.6514. A bill for the relief of Eracford
N. Headley; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. CAMP:

H.R. 6515. A bill for the relief of Theodore
Robert Fears; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EELLEY:

H.R.6516. A bill for the relief of Roza
Grunfeld Moskovies; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MacEINNON:

H.R.6517. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 8klo
Takayama Hull; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, O'EONSKI:

H.R. 6518, A bill for the relief of Epami-
nondas B. Karimpalis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRESTON:

H.R.6519. A bill for the rellef of Jack W.

Darby; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. REDDEN:

H.R. 6520. A bill for the rellef of Wade H.

Noland; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. TEAGUE:

H. R. 6521. A bill for the relief of Dr. H. R,

Allmon; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1890, By Mr. LEONARD W. HALL: Petition
of Norma Cummings, Great Neck, Long
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Island, for herself and on behalf of the
Young Citizens of the World (signatures in
excess of 500) urging the Congress of the
United States to request our delegate to
the United Nations to move for the imme-
diate establishment of a police force repre-
senting all the nations of the world, to keep
the peace and save all our lives; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

1891. By Mr. McGARVEY: Petition sub-
mitted by the Pinn Memorial Baptist Church,
Philadelphia, Pa., in support of the program
of action recommended by the President's
Committee on Civil Rights and the legisia-
tlon proposed for implementing the Com-
mittee’s recommendation to insure equal
Justice under the laws of the land and equal-
ity of opportunity for all people regardless
of race, color, creed, or national origin; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

1892. By Mr. REES: Petition of citizens
of Harvey County, Kans., in opposition to
universal military training and selective
service draft; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

1893, Also, petition of citizens of Sedgwick
County, EKans., in opposition to universal
military training and selective service draft;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

18¢4. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:
Petition of the town of Groton, Mass,, ask-
ing that such steps be taken as may be neces-
sary to have our delegates to the United
Nations present or support amendment of
the Charter for the purpose of making the
United Nations into a limited world govern-
ment capable of enacting, interpreting, and
enforeing world law to prevent war; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1895. Also, petition of the town of Lin-
coln, Mass., asking that such steps be taken
as may be necessary to have our delegates
to the United Nations present or support
amendments of the Charter for the purpose
of making the United Nations into a limited
world government capable of enacting, in-
terpreting, and enforcing world law to pre-
vent war; to the Committee on Forelgn
Affairs.

1896. Alsc, petition of the town of Little-
ton, Mass., asking support for all measures
to strengthen the United Nations and for
such changes in the United Nations Charter
as shall make it a limited world federal gov-
ernment with full power over all matters
vital to the preservation of peace; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1897. Also, petition of the town of Con-
cord, Mass., to take all possible steps to pro-
mote the strengthening of the United Na-
tlons into a government for world affairs,
including support of the resolutions for ini-
tiating Charter amendments to enable the
United Nations to enact and enforce world
law to prevent war; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

1898. By the BPEAKER: Petitlon of the
national president, Dames of Loyal Legion
of the United States of America, petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to efforts to restore complete in-
dependence of foreign influences and for-
elgn ideologies and strict observance of all
rights, privileges, and immunities guaranteed’

the separate States and to the people by
the Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
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